https://www.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/comments/1aindfl/credibledefense_daily_megathread_february_04_2024/
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

"Volodymyr Zelenskyy confirmed his intentions to release Zaluzhnyі.

The President of Ukraine stated this on the air of the Italian TV channel Rai1, adding that he is also considering the dismissal of not only Zaluzhnyі, but also other senior officials.


"Of course, a reboot and a new beginning is necessary. When we talk about this, I mean the replacement of a number of state leaders, not only in the military sphere. I am thinking about this replacement [of Zaluzhnyi], it is true. This issue concerns the entire management group, who drives the country's car ," Zelenskyу said."


https://twitter.com/Flash_news_ua/status/1754259474347426195


Source https://www.raiplay.it/video/2024/02/Tg1-Speciale-Lintervista-in-esclusiva-al-Presidente-Zelensky-04022024-10513cec-ed08-4f83-94cd-0e7f0fb50296.html
It looks like U.S. still has stocks of older Patriot missiles. John Ridge mentioned this on the latest Tochnyi Weekly:  


The Russian released images from missile wreckage from the shoot-down of the Il-76 aircraft in Belgorod. The wreckage is undeniably missiles fired from a Patriot battery.  


What is interesting is that the Russians published serial numbers and manufacturing dates.  


John Ridge went through the data, and it looks like it's wreckage from an MIM-104A, which is the original Patriot missile from the 1980s.  


This is a very strong indicator that the U.S. does have stocks of these older missiles, which comes as a surprise, since it was believed that they had all been demilitarized.  


Because of their age, they have depreciated value near zero and they are not in service, so that means they can potentially be transferred to Ukraine for free. The fact that the U.S. still has these old missiles in storage is very good news for Ukraine.  


I can highly recommend Tochnyi Weekly. John Ridge also did a long segment about the GLSDB.  


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ug97Q4gDCKg
[House of Commons committee: Ready for War?](https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5804/cmselect/cmdfence/26/report.html)

>1. We started this inquiry with the intention of assessing the Readiness of the UK Armed Forces, and reporting our findings to the House and to the public on the basis of a similar level of information to previous Defence Committees. Over the course of our inquiry, it has become apparent that much of the information that was available to our predecessors and which would allow us to make a full assessment is now held at a classified level and was therefore not easily accessible. The following Report is our best assessment based on the publicly available information.

The House of Commons released its report on the readiness of the British armed forces. I only skimmed over it so far, but to me it appears like something worth sharing and discussing. 

The report understandably doesnt provide any classified information, but provides a useful compilation of issues that need addressing for the British armed forces.
Summary/Media Release:

https://www.appropriations.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/emergency_national_security_supplemental_section-by-section.pdf

Full Text:

https://www.appropriations.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/emergency_national_security_supplemental_bill_text.pdf

The combined border/Ukraine bill has finally been released!

Sorry for the short post mods, will edit in a description after I have finished reading it.

Takeaways:

Topline 60B to Ukraine, 14B to Israel, 20B to the border, about 120B total.

Some much-needed money slipped in for submarine building in the umbrella bill. Per my reading, most of it appears to be directed toward the *Columbia* classes, with a significant amount earmarked for the *Virginia* class as well.  Both classes have been facing some headwinds in construction, and the timely delivery of the *Virginia* class specifically is crucial for AUKUS.

There's an audit of all weapons deliveries required within 60 days of the bill's passage, as well as a report every month on the use of these funds to provide aid to Ukraine. Brace for this to be fairly unflattering.

7B earmarked for direct economic assistance to Ukraine, with an additional 5.6B split between Israel and Ukraine as needed.

Foreign Military Financing(basically loans/grants to countries to buy American military products): 3.5B to Israel, 2B to the Indo-Pacific, and 1.6B to Ukraine. The 2B to the Indo-Pacific is a bit surprising. Is this about the Indonesian F-15 buy, or is there a different acquisition there I missed? (Edit: Oh, its to Taiwan, duh.)
This morning the Ukrainian military observer Mashovets published the most recent estimate, by Ukrainian military intelligence, of the Russian grouping deployed in Ukraine. I will also include the latest estimates for a comparison.


Time period | Personnel | MBTs | IFVs, APCs & IMVs | Artillery guns ≥ 100mm | MLRS
:-------:|:--------:|:--------:|:--------:|:--------:|:---------:
Late April 2023 | 396'000 | 1'764 | 4'289  |  2'994 | 870
Early September 2023 | 420'000 | 2'260 | 5'260 | 3'050 | 920
Early October 2023 | 429'000 | 2'347 | 5'653 | 3'186 | 974
Late October 2023 | 441'700 | 2'324 | 5'661 | 3'148 | 982
Early February 2024 | 469'800 | 2'797 | 7'218 | 4'843 | 1'142

To this we must add 48 operational-tactical missile launchers. 120mm mortars, which play an increasingly important role in Russian fires (as a surrogate for 122mm artillery) are included, to my knowledge, as well as 100mm MT-12s. 

As we see, equipment is growing much more than men. This is consistent with the current Russian strategy, with the notable exception of the first part of the Avdiivka offensive, of reducing the use of armored vehicles in large mechanized assaults in favor of Wagner-style infantry attacks, often as reconnaissance in force, where armored vehicles are not always present or mostly play an infantry support role. It’s also consistent with the recent creation of new tank units (as well as artillery ones), while the share of Russian troops within regiments of the Territorial Forces, which are de facto rifle regiments, is gradually declining as a share of total troops deployed.

The numbers don’t include tactical, operational and strategic reserves (60/62 thousand men), which are also made up of units in R&R and new units being trained in the rear (part of the training of many new units takes place on Ukrainian territory). They don’t include the Rosgvardia grouping deployed in Ukraine, which has grown, according to Mashovets' latest publication, from 28 to 34 thousand men, thanks to the deployment (in the interior of Donetsk Oblast) of the 116th Special Purpose Brigade, the first Rosgvardia’s unit to include a tank unit (likely a company of T-80BVs seized from Wagner Group in the summer). The Rosgvardia also includes Kadyrovites from the 141st Motorized Regiment and Chechen OMON/SOBR units, which are active in the rear. They are not to be confused with members of the "Akhmat" detachments, which are under the command of the Ground Forces and made up of contract soldiers from all over Russia.

Moreover, they don’t include the 30k Russian troops deployed along the state border in Bryansk, Kursk and Belgorod Oblasts. Adding them all up, we almost arrive at the figure of 617k troops provided by Putin recently, which also seems to include troops deployed along the state border. There is, however, also a flip-side to Putin's claims: doing some “napkin” math, if we count the initial invasion force, the reinforcements that arrived in the following months, the D/LPR Armies and their huge number of mobilized men during 2022, the volunteers and PMC members who arrived in 2022, the prisoners from Wagner and then Storm Z/V units, the Russian mobiks and the contract soldiers and volunteers in 2023, I find it very difficult that less than 1,2 if not 1,3 million men have been involved in hostilities for the Russian side over the last two years. The more Medvedev's assertion about half a million contract soldiers during 2023 is true, the greater the implicit Russian losses are, although the figure should include the legalization of former PMC fighters, convicts signing contracts with the MoD and in some cases renewal of contracts of contract soldiers. According to the legal provisions of the partial mobilization law of September 2022, contracts are renewed indefinitely until the end of "SMO", but I am aware, for example, that it is possible to sign a 4-months contract in the "Akhmat" units, with 1/2-week training (probably for people with minimum military experience). This could be an exception, since when it comes to recruitment Akhmat is still out of MoD management. 

In any case, with an estimate of at least 1,2 million men who fought for Russia and the estimate of about 600k men currently involved, it makes it clear that Russia's “irretrievable” losses are heavy, including dead, wounded who permanently lost combat capabilities, and POWs. In this difference, however, we must add in those who had signed a fixed-term contract and then returned home, PMC fighters who did not sign with the MoD and returned home, Wagner and Storm Z convicts who survived until the end of their terms and were released, new contract soldiers who are currently training in Russia, those who were released for medical and family reasons, some wounded who will be able to regain combat capability but are in rehabilitation, deserters, etc. In any case, to my knowledge the last mobilized (except retired officers) were called up in March 2023, and since then the flow of Russian recruits is driven by contract soldiers, thanks to rising wages and especially financial bonuses, as well as convicts. 

The flow so far has been largely satisfactory from the Russian point of view, and Ukrainian sources estimate the new Russian recruits at 30k men per month over the recent months, more than enough to make up for the losses and also for the creation of the new units. There are indications, however, from both Ukrainian and Russian sources, that the flow of convicts going volunteers has drastically decreased, for obvious reasons. Adding up those recruited by Wagner and the MoD, a significant % of the male prisoners has already gone, and among those who remain there are those who have no intention at all of going, either out of fear or contempt of state authorities. The Russian prisoner population is large, however, and some flow will still be there, but certainly not at the levels of 2023. Let’s recall that in February the contracts of the last wave of convicts recruited by Storm-Z units in August will expire. These contracts used to last 6 months and then convicts would be released. Since then, the convicts are being recruited into Storm-V units whose contracts last until the end of "SMO", but the volunteers are much fewer than in the past. This means that many Russian assaults in the recent weeks, whether at Avdiivka, Kupyansk, Kreminna, etc., are carried out mainly by contract soldiers, usually framed in Storm battalions, and the convicts from Storm-Z/V units are employed progressively less - unlike, for example, in the summer, when the Russians on the “zero” line in Bakhmut, Kreminna, etc., were overwhelmingly convicts. Today, contract soldiers are the basis for everything: they are used to staff new units, to replenish losses in existing ones, and to fullfil the tasks of mobilized and convicts who become casualties. It’s clear that if during 2024 the flow of contract personnel is no longer sufficient, there could be a new major mobilization wave. 

I will now make a focus on the new formations and units created and about to be created by Russia in 2023 and 2024. The source of all this is Mashovets, unless I write otherwise. I will post it below this comment.
Some wheeled AFV news

[Hartpunkt: Rheinmetall supplies further Fuchs-2 kits to international customers](https://www.hartpunkt.de/rheinmetall-liefert-weitere-fuchs-2-bausaetze-an-internationalen-kunden/)

>As the company writes in a press release, the vehicles are to be manufactured in a partner country. According to Rheinmetall, the order, which was booked in December 2023, is worth a three-digit million amount. Delivery of the kits and conversion kits is scheduled for the period 2024 to 2028.

Last week it was announced that Algeria has procured a three-digit amount of Fuchs 2 kits to be assembled locally. This would be similar to the setup Rheinmetall envisioned for the Fuchs Evo production with Ukraine.

Interestingly, media reports also stated that Algeria is interested in procuring Boxer vehicles as well.

[Hartpunkt: Wheeled IFV on the finish line?](https://www.hartpunkt.de/radschuetzenpanzer-auf-der-ziellinie/)

>According to well-informed sources, **Ukraine is interested in the market-available vehicle, which is why the federal government is apparently looking into financing it.** The vehicle is also considered to be available on the market because KNDS has received an order for the vehicle **from a country in the Middle East**, as confirmed to hartpunkt by various sources.

According to Hartpunkt, a Middle Eastern country has ordered the Boxer IFV variant with the [Puma (RCT30) turret](https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/thumb/c/c9/Boxer_Land_400.jpg/800px-Boxer_Land_400.jpg). It seems likely that this country is Algeria as they had interest in the Boxer before (there had been images of a turreted Boxer in Algeria back in 2021).

Interestingly, the article also reports that Ukraine is looking at them. Ukraine will receive the RCH155 on Boxer basis this year, so expanding on that makes sense.

That aside, the German government is looking at procuring both the heavy weapon carrier Boxer with the [Lance turret](https://esut.de/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/Boxer-8x8-CRV-Australien-IOC_AUS-Army.jpg), and the wheeled IFV Boxer with the RCT30 turret. According to this report the wheeled IFV Boxer could be procured via the European procurement agency OCCAR so that other countries can join in. A likely candidate are the dutch armed forces.

To summarize: The RCT30 Boxer might soon enter production for four countries, which could allow for a larger production run of over 200 vehicles.
Not much happening on the negotiations front between Israel and Hamas.

>A senior Hamas official said Saturday that a final agreement had not yet been reached over a tentative truce deal to pause the nearly four-month war with Israel in Gaza.  
>  
>Leaders from the terror group were reviewing a proposed framework thrashed out by top officials from Israel, Qatar, Egypt, and the United States during talks in Paris last week, said Osama Hamdan, a top Hamas official in Lebanon.

[https://www.timesofisrael.com/hamas-says-more-time-needed-to-announce-position-on-potential-hostage-deal/](https://www.timesofisrael.com/hamas-says-more-time-needed-to-announce-position-on-potential-hostage-deal/)

There are now rumors that the positions between Gaza-Hamas and Qatar-Hamas has flipped. Makes sense considering Israel is operating in Khan Younis are putting pressure on Sinwar while the Qatar-faction has a pretty cozy life in Qatar, Beirut and Turkey. Over the last few weeks that was also a rising issue for the Israelis: The Qataris are playing negotiator while not really applying pressure on Hamas.

>The Wall Street Journal reported Friday that the prevailing dynamic within Hamas has flipped, with the terrorist organization’s chief in Gaza, Yahya Sinwar, willing to agree to a temporary truce while its leaders outside of the Strip are pushing for further Israeli concessions and a permanent ceasefire.

If Hamas is indeed willing to accept the current framework (that does not contain a permanent ceasefire) I think an agreement is quite likely. As long as we don't see Israeli movement towards Rafah the negotiations are still ongoing, should Israel start a campaign towards or against Rafah we know that the negotiations have broken down.

In other news aid to Israel is now used as the same political football as aid to Ukraine.

>House Republicans unveiled a $17.6 billion offering new military assistance to Israel as it wages war against Hamas, as lawmakers sought to show support for Jerusalem while rejecting a Senate-led compromise that would have also funded help for Ukraine and stiffened immigration enforcement at the US-Mexico border.  
>  
>But the White House immediately dismissed the proposal as a “cynical political maneuver,” accusing Republicans of treating military aid to Israel as a political football.

[https://www.timesofisrael.com/house-republicans-propose-17-6-billion-aid-package-for-israel-biden-rejects-ploy/](https://www.timesofisrael.com/house-republicans-propose-17-6-billion-aid-package-for-israel-biden-rejects-ploy/)

The package is a thinly veiled attempt from the republicans to generate: "Biden doesn't support Israel" election ads.
I'm curious if there was any intentional signaling motivation for using B-1B bombers for the Iranian militia retaliation airstrikes a couple of days ago.  The US generally conducts these kinds of airstrikes using fighter-bombers launched within the region, not supersonic capable bombers launched from the US.

While I'm sure there's probably some meaningful practical angle in using B-1Bs to conduct these kinds of airstrikes, bombing the Middle East with planes launched from Texas has other complications like multiple in-flight fueling missions, so its not exactly like picking up a pizza from that one place too far to get delivery from.

Are the Iranians influenced by the US conducting strikes using this aircraft or our apparent logistical mastery of being able to launch planes from the US and hit targets over there?  Does it give them pause and make them consider that regardless of the in-theater distractions they're able to generate (Houthis, etc) the US has deep air power capabilities unconstrained by regional distractions.

And perhaps particularly the use of the B-1B, which AFAIK, was largely purpose-built for low-level supersonic nuclear bombing missions, penetrating Soviet homeland air defenses.  If it makes a statement, the statement would be something like "look what we can do with 2 planes launched from Texas.  It's not something you want to see in Tehran."  And is it a statement that influences Iranian leaders, who might feel a little too confident in their defensive posture?
It's Perun o'clock, which this week means it's time to discuss [the race for Next Generation Air-to-Air Missiles](https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3FnVJ0ziRTE).

This is the third part of his mini-series about future air power, the previous ones being [the race for next-gen fighters](https://youtu.be/RPrWm6fWuaM) and [the race for next-gen drones](https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1-0L5Wv86fQ&t=0s).

In it, he provides a historical background of why AA missiles are good, before topics such as

* the tradeoffs of missile design
* Positioning matters; a mediocre missile has better characteristics when launched from high altitude, and better pKill when launched at close range (by a stealth fighter)
* characteristics of the US [AIM-9 sidewinder](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/AIM-9_Sidewinder) and [AIM-120 AMRAAM](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/AIM-120_AMRAAM) as a baseline for comparison
* Russian [R-73/4](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/R-73_\(missile\)), [R-77](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/R-77), and the [R-77](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/R-37_\(missile\)) in a new VLRAAM category
* PRC [PL-10](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/PL-10), [PL-12](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/PL-12), with [PL-15](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/PL-15) in the VLRAAM slot, with the in-development [PL-17](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/PL-17) being upsized well beyond the already-sizeable J-20 bay
* Brief discussion of Euro competitors, with a special mention of [Meteor](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Meteor_\(missile\)), whose ramjet propulsion allows it to be effective even when launched from low altitude.
* Mention of India and Japan's in-development projects
* US programs:
 * [AIM-260 JATM](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/AIM-260_JATM) aka "AN AMRAAM but better"
 * VLRAAM contenders: 
  * [Boeing LRAAM](https://www.thedefensepost.com/2022/10/10/usaf-boeing-air-to-air-missile/) with 2 rocket stages, 
  * [Raytheon LREW](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Long-Range_Engagement_Weapon)
 * Comment that F-15EX makes a lot more sense if you consider them as missile trucks for VLRAAMs, rather than attempting to engage anywhere near a 5th-gen fighter
 * [Raytheon Peregrine](https://www.rtx.com/raytheon/what-we-do/air/air-to-air-missiles/air-to-air-missiles) aka 'AMRAAM but half the size'
 * also the Lockmart [CUDA](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/AIM-160_CUDA/SACM) as a similar concept
 * smaller form factor is good for punching down at smaller targets, i.e. drones, or older, worse planes
 * also good for packing into drones

tldr; the USA may have great 5th gen fighters, but it needs to up its game re munitions.
Rob Lee says that [Russian forces have entered Avdiivka from the north, and heavy fighting has already begun.](https://twitter.com/RALee85/status/1754272865510146382)

Correct me if I'm wrong, but doesn't urban fighting generally favor the attacker (because of all the cover and concealment provided by buildings, tunnels, and rubble to dismounted infantry) at the expense of slower rates of advances?

https://www.dupuyinstitute.org/blog/2018/07/13/tdi-friday-read-measuring-the-effects-of-combat-in-cities/

If so, it could get really ugly for the defenders still fighting in the city. The city of Avdiivka is is unlikely to fall any time soon, but now that fighting has begun in the city proper, it's likely that the Ukrainians will now suffer a higher loss rate vis a vis the advancing Russians.
Hagari gave some details on IDF operations in the north against Hezbollah. This might be a sign that if Israel can reach a cease fire with Hamas then operations in the north could pick up if Hezbollah aggression continues. 

[Israel says it has struck more than 50 Hezbollah targets in Syria since Oct 7](https://www.reuters.com/world/middle-east/israel-says-it-has-struck-more-than-50-hezbollah-targets-syria-since-oct-7-2024-02-03/)

"Everywhere Hezbollah is, we shall be. We will take action everywhere required in the Middle East," Hagari said.

Israeli forces have attacked 3,400 Hezbollah targets in Lebanon, including 120 border surveillance outposts, 40 caches of missiles and other weaponry and more than 40 command centres, Hagari said. He put the number of enemy dead at more than 200.

Hagari said Israel had deployed three army divisions along its side of the Lebanese border in anticipation of Hezbollah getting involved after Palestinian Hamas launched a shock cross-border attack on Oct. 7, triggering the war in the Gaza Strip.

“We do not choose war as our first priority, but we are certainly prepared,”.
as a general rule, how credible is warographics?

And what are some other good defense related youtubers? (I know Perun gets mentioned a lot on here)
>The UK-ROI relationship is clearly on unstable and unsustainable footing,
considering a deteriorating geostrategic environment, and an essentially
insoluble ROI political aversion to serious security improvements and a
constructive relationship with the UK. This paper provides a roadmap
that allows the UK to fulfil its security needs despite the ROI’s manifest
unwillingness to conduct any sort of substantive dialogue.

>The paper, however, raises two implications, one more fundamental
to the UK’s political character, and one pertaining to the realities of
international diplomacy.

>First, the UK must articulate a full-throated defence of the political unity
of the Union. The UK cannot, by definition, have selfish strategic interests
in Ireland because Northern Ireland is an integral part of the Union. For far too long,
the UK has discussed and negotiated with Dublin while accepting explicitly
the most corrosive, radical, and unfounded of historically revisionist Irish
nationalist premises. These premises – all of which delegitimate the UK
as a constructive or integral actor in the British Isles writ large – only
serve to aggrandise the most radical elements of the Irish political system.
They therefore provide the UK with no premises to combat the most
virulent lines of attack on any sort of rational strategic relationship. The
Union itself must become the centre of British policy, as is only logical
considering the political realities of the United Kingdom.

>Second, and equally critically, the UK must actually take a strategic look
at its policy towards Ireland, the ROI included. The only way to build
a constructive relationship over time is by taking the Northern Ireland
question off the table, and thereby compelling the ROI to confront the
realities of the international strategic situation. As it stands, the strategic
paradigm has been constructed in line with the political fantasyland of
some Irish elements, which allows Dublin to accrue moral authority, while
acting in a transparently manipulative and malicious manner deleterious
towards the ROI’s own interests.

>Careful strategy is the handmaiden of coherent security – the UK has
no time to waste

Interesting report on the role that Northern Ireland plays in British national security, in particular with respect to Russia, if anybody wants to have a read:

https://policyexchange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Closing-the-Back-Door.pdf
[removed]
[removed]
[removed]
Well damn, there it is… proof that all those rumors were real. Hopefully Zelenskyy knows what he’s doing as it’s likely going to be unpopular
Maybe I'm just missing something. Is there any context in which this is a good idea?
I find this deeply concerning. First of all, Zaluzhnyi is popular with the troops and removing him will hurt already damaged morale. Secondly, Zelenskyy has shown increasingly poor judgement in many areas as the war has dragged on. If the rumours of him issuing military orders behind Zaluzhnyi’s back are true then this looks even worse. Zelenskyy doesn’t have military leadership experience, he should have no business trying to strongarm control of the military. Of course high level strategic decisions have a political element to them, but leave the war fighting to the generals.   

The other theory, that Zelenskyy is worried about a political challenge, is just as bad. Being concerned about one’s own political prospects has no place during an existential war. Zelenskyy’s dramatic refusal to leave Kyiv bought him a lot of good will at the start of the war, but he’s been cashing that ever since. This has the beginnings of a villain arc. 
I can't belive thet Russia is going to win another war because they somewhat managed to outlast the enemies until they do something stupid, between this and the GOP masquerade.  


People ask themself why the they use the same bloody (in the true sense of the word) tattic, because for them keep working and nobody changes a winning strategy.
[removed]
People on this sub were also surprised that there were still M26 components left in US stockpiles when it was first reported that they were being used in Ukraine, despite being "demilitarized" in the preceding decade.
As well as laying out what the major problems with each of the armed services, there's some great quotes in there

> Estimates for the use of artillery rounds in Ukraine were 5,000 a day in February 2023 (equivalent to a smaller European country’s annual order in peacetime)136. In June 2021, the rate at which Ukraine was using Javelin missiles would have exhausted the entire US stockpile in 42 days
> Over the course of our inquiry, it has become apparent that much of the information that was available to our predecessors and which would allow us to make a full assessment is now held at a classified level and was therefore not easily accessible. The following Report is our best assessment based on the publicly available information.

As a 3rd-party auditor this is the kind of language I use in my reports when the client has been supremely uncooperative and I've not been given the level of access I need to actually do the job I was hired to do.
Im just baffled that the lesson of every war since Yom Kippur was that munition stockpiles are insufficient and we keep getting reports expressing surprise at this
[From the horses mouth it’s dead as expected](https://twitter.com/SpeakerJohnson/status/1754333708193091928). Now the question is whether he will support the rest of the supplemental.
Thank you. Politico's breakdown is similar with a topline $118bn

>The legislation also includes the Fend Off Fentanyl Act and Afghan Adjustment Act as part of the larger deal. It would send about $62 billion to support Ukraine in its invasion against Russia, $14 billion in security aid for Israel, $10 billion in humanitarian assistance to the Gaza Strip and Ukraine, $20 billion for the border and nearly $5 billion to partners in the Indo-Pacific to fight Chinese aggression. 

I'll have to dig into it more to see specifics. The direct aid being 7bn is interesting.
It's DOA because Johnson is Trump's property and Trump wants to help Putin and to run on the border in the election. Johnson will happily damage Ukraine and the US' approval in Europe for the sake of the GOP.

And the rest of the republicans have their new mantra: "Biden just needs to enforce existing laws" and they will obey.

Telling the US right now - if Trump allows Putin to take a square inch of NATO territory, you will have to go completely alone against China, and we won't care if you win or not.
Well the leaks were mostly on target in terms of what the bill held for the border, which means this is D.O.A. in the House. Very unlikely to get Ukraine aid before the next election.
First, as of January 2023, the DPR and LPR Armies became, respectively, the 1st and 2nd Corps of the 8th Army of the Southern Military District, under which they were already subordinate since the 2014/15 Donbas War. The units were rebranded as part of the Russian Army. To give just one example of many cases, the 11th Motorized Regiment of the DPR became the 114th Motorized Brigade of the 1st Corps. The 3rd Corps, consisting of the 72nd Motorized Brigade, the 6th Motorized Division, the 17th High Power Artillery Brigade and other supporting units had already been created in the second half of 2022. Its 6th Division should still be incomplete, but it should have integrated within its ranks the 1307th Regiment of the Territorial Forces. This corps should be part of the 20th Army of the WMD, although Russian sources this summer gave it under the SMD, under which command it has always been, both around Bakhmut and Avdiivka. 

It had been announced that the Western Military District would be divided between Moscow MD and Leningrad MD (St. Petersburg). This process should be nearing completion. 

Within the 1st Tank Army of the WMD (soon to be MMD), during 2023 the 47th Tank Division (in 2022 composed only of the 26th Tank Regiment, i.e. the former 6th Tank Brigade from which it was raised in 2021) received the new 245th and 272nd Motorized Regiments as well as the 153rd Tank Regiment. Let’s note the peculiar composition (2 MRRs + 2 TRs), the same as the 150th Division (8th Army, SMD) which, however, is classified as motorized (in Russian jargon, motorized / motor rifle = mechanized).

Within the 20th Army of the WMD (soon to be MMD), the 362nd Motorized Regiment of the 3rd Motorized Division and the 283rd Motorized Regiment of the 144th Motorized Division were created in 2023, bringing these divisions to the classic 3 MRRs + 1 TR scheme. The 362nd MRR appears to have been created from men of the 1444th Regiment of the Territorial Forces, a battalion of which suffered huge fatalities during the GMLRS attack on Makiivka on New Year's Eve 2022. 

Shoigu had announced that each CAA would receive an additional reserve rifle regiment, and this seems to be confirmed by Ukrainian sources. Such a regiment has been created in both the 20th Army and the 6th Army of the WMD (soon to be LMD). 

Within the Leningrad MD, Russian intentions are to reform the 11th Corps of the Baltic Fleet and the 14th Corps of the Arctic Fleet into Combined Arms Armies, with the reform of existing brigades into divisions, creation of artillery brigades, etc. Recently, within this framework, coastal troops, i.e. those belonging to the corps of the various fleets, have been taken out of Navy’s command and placed under the Army. This project is more advanced with regard to the 14th Corps, which has already created the 104th Artillery Brigade (which could be soon deployed around Bakhmut). Also, in the LMD, there are plans to establish the 68th and 69th Motorized Divisions, which would already be forming motorized and self-propelled artillery regiments.

Mashovets also mentioned the new 44th Corps. This is likely the corps Shoigu was talking about when he announced the creation of a new corps in Karelia and I imagine it will be part of the LMD's new "Arctic" CAA. The new 72nd Motorized Division of this corps would be creating its tank regiment. 

Within the Moscow MD, the 34th Artillery Division, the first artillery division of the Russian Army, will be created. It will be made up of the 273rd and 303rd Artillery Brigades. The 42nd Control Brigade and 119th Signal Brigade will also be created, as well as other non-maneuver units such as logistics battalions. 

Mashovets recently mentioned that along the state border in Belgorod Oblast the new 263rd Motorized Brigade has arrived, in all likelihood part of one of the two MDs created on the basis of the the Western MD.

As for the Southern Military District, in 2023, the 18th Army was created. This includes the 22nd Corps of the Black Sea Fleet, the 40th Corps, the 70th Motorized Division and the 74th Artillery Brigade (which has yet to be deployed). The 22nd Corps already existed and includes the 126th Coastal Defense Brigade and the 127th Reconnaissance Brigade. The 70th Motorized Division has already been fully deployed in Kherson since August. It consists of the 24th, 26th and 28th Motorized Regiments, the 17th Tank Regiment and the 81st Artillery Regiment. The new 40th Corps is formed by the 144th Motorized Brigade, already in action around Kherson for months, and the 47th Motorized Division, which is being formed in Crimea. Also in Crimea the new 46th Motorized Division and the new 26th Motorized Brigade are being created. These two aforementioned divisions at the moment would have established a motorized regiment.

The 49th Army has received a reserve rifle regiment. The 19th and 20th Motorized Divisions of, respectively, the 58th and 8th Armies are both creating a separate tank battalion. The latter division in 2023 has also formed the 242nd Motorized Regiment. The 58th Army would have very recently received the 49th Air Assault Brigade. This is a new type of formation, not when it comes to its structure, which I think is comparable to a VDV brigade, but due to the fact that it’s subordinate to a CAA and a military district and not to the VDV, whose formations are much more autonomous and answer directly to the VDV’s command. In my opinion this reflects power struggles within the Russian Armed Forces’ structure and the desire of Shoigu, Gerasimov, Salyukov, Lapin, etc. to limit Teplinsky's power and thus the autonomy of the VDV. Until the end of the Soviet Union, there were air assault brigades under the command of the Ground Forces.

As for the VDV, the 119th Air Assault Regiment of the 106th VDV Division and the 299th Air Assault Regiment of the 98th VDV Division were created and deployed in 2023. Contrary to initial rumors, these new regiments have mechanized capabilities, being equipped with BMD-2/4s. The 98th and 106th Divisions also received a separate tank battalion and thus became "heavy" air assault divisions along the lines of the 76th and 7th VDV Divisions, made up of three AARs + a TB. The 31st VDV Brigade was reformed into the 104th VDV Division, consisting of the 328th, 337th and 345th Air Assault Regiments, the 134th Tank Battalion and the 1180th Artillery Regiment. The VDV also created the 52nd Artillery Brigade, a separate brigade attached directly to the Airborne Forces HQ. It would already have been deployed to Kherson, where the entire new 104th Division is also active. During last summer Russian sources had also written about the creation of five new air assault brigades, but at this point I consider likely that the Ground Forces took over this project and these brigades will be created under the subordination of CAAs. There was no update on the 44th Airborne Division, which was to be formed by units such as the 387th Regiment of the Territorial Forces, which had been trained in the VDV training center in Ryazan. This division probably does not exist, and for that matter has never been mentioned by sources associated with the VDV. The 387th Regiment has always been subordinate to the 7th VDV Division.

Within the Central MD, the 25th Army was created in 2023. Its subordination to the CMD has never been made official as far as I know, but Ukrainian sources give it under the CMD and for that matter it fights under the Group "Centre" in the Kreminna sector, although some sources during the summer gave it under the EMD, in addition to the fact that it received senior and junior officers from the 36th Army of the EMD. It comprises the 67th Motorized Division, the 164th and 169th Motorized Brigades, the 11th Tank Brigade and the 75th Artillery Brigade (the latter has yet to be deployed), as well as other support units. Its 67th Division would be almost entirely deployed around Kreminna and is made up of the 31st, 36th and 37th Motorized Regiments and the 19th Tank Regiment. This CAA represented the largest Russian effort to create new formations during the past year.

The 2nd Army of the CMD received a reserve rifle regiment. Moreover, there are plans to create the new 27th Motorized Division within this CAA. The 433rd Motorized Regiment of this division would already be in the process of creation. Also, the 137th Motorized Brigade, linked to the CMD and built on the basis of the "Ural" Volunteer Battalion (formed in the summer of 2022 in Yekaterinburg) has been deployed in Kreminna. However, it would be under-strength (e.g. it would not have tanks among its equipment).

Within Eastern MD, the 89th and 94th Motorized Brigades of the 5th Army would be in the stage of formation, in the Russian Far East.

The 155th Naval Infantry Brigade of the Pacific Fleet has been reformed into the 55th Naval Infantry Division. It would, however, also have been created on the basis of the 336th Naval Infantry Brigade of the Baltic Fleet. I doubt that brigades from different fleets were merged, so perhaps Mashovets meant that officers and NCOs also came from that brigade. Russian sources report that the 177th Regiment of the Caspian Flotilla will be reformed into a brigade. This is not clear to me, because in the Russian order of battle a regiment is roughly equivalent to a brigade. I guess they will probably form 1/2 additional battalions. Final part below.
[deleted]
The first year everyone was counting down to the point where Russia would run out of tanks. Or when we'd see the first T-34. 


Instead, we're seeing the Russian army get stronger and deploying more equipment. With more tanks deployed than ever. 


This, to me, explains the rising warnings from NATO generals. The first year I heard estimates saying it would take the Russian army 5 to 10 years to recover and that that's the time NATO had to upscale production and recruitment. Whereas if the war with Ukraine ends now the Russians have an army they could throw against NATO right now with no recuperation period. 


Or am I wrong and is this army completely hollow.
Is this the same Lance Boxer that Germany wanted to purchase from Australia, then withdrew after the Aussies didn't choose the Puma for their IFV?
>
The package is a thinly veiled attempt from the republicans to generate: "Biden doesn't support Israel" election ads.

This is a risky move by republicans. The true trumpists are deeply isolationists, including aiding Israel.  At the same time, the evangelicals amongst the MAGA crowd are deeply passionate about Israel and view the Israeli war in Gaza as a 21st century holy war. 

At the end of the day, the republican base is as divided as the democrats.
"The package is a thinly veiled attempt from the republicans to generate: "Biden doesn't support Israel" election ads."


Not sure it would be bad for Biden's election bid sadly.
After the B1a was no longer being fitted in favor of the b1b, it was destined to turn into a cruise/guided missile truck 

As far as why they chose the bone? I would wager practice had something to do with it. It's good to know that you can use everything in your disposal well, especially if you spent billions on it all.
The Bone had trouble in its development where different designers were given different requirements.  The US kept changing its mind about whether it wanted a high-flying bomber while others wanted a fast low-flying supersonic bomber.  This was due to new developments such as SAMs capable of reaching high altitudes, ICBMs, and needing something that could be fast to use terrain masking (something the XB-70 couldn't do) and have great range as a bomber (something the F-111 couldn't do).  

Then once again the discovery of the Mig31's look-down radar made detection at low altitudes highly probable essentially making the B1B nearly as survivable as a B52.  With a series of political whiplashes of funding and cancellations, the development of cruise missiles, even longer-range AA missiles like the Axehead fired from the Mig31, the Bone was considered the cheapest program to cover a gap in capability between the B52's effectiveness sunset, and the stealth bomber program on mission readiness.  

Thus became the Bone after a final redesign to try to adapt it to the current mission set.  So think of the B-1B as an adapted and modified platform as a response to many years of changes in the threat space and predicted battlefield outcomes, rather than a "wasn't this designed for x" frame of mind.

Why the Bone would be used over other platforms has a few possible reasons.  

* One, there would be very little early warning of these strikes from aircraft taking off and flying to the Middle East compared to sorties of fighter aircraft in the region (whether land or sea-based).  Despite talk around "did they know they were going to be hit", ultimately you can't really know where it might be coming from if a couple of planes fly in from overseas compared to radars and visible observers seeing sorties being flow many times for the level of strikes conducted.

* Two, if you have tons of fighter aircraft launching these strikes, should something happen you have fewer aircraft that can respond quickly.

* Three, threat to lives the more aircraft involved the more pilots are at risk, and fewer aircraft, fewer pilots and airframes could be lost.

* Four, mission training, this is exactly the sort of mission training the B-1B's pilots are trained for and it isn't to say F/A-18 pilots don't train for this.  However, the fewer mission sets you to train for mean you are more capable in those ones you do.  For example, despite the Air Force saying the F35's capability could provide CAS, to date no F35 pilots are doing CAS training.  A-10 pilots trained specifically for that (and I think Search and Rescue) are always going to be better at CAS even if F35 pilots started training for it, regardless of platform differences.

* Five, given the above points you have 3 aircraft to generally choose from, the B2, B52, and B-1B.  The B2 has twice the operational cost of the B52 and the B1-B is another 13% savings over the B52 while being more capable for this mission.
B1s were not used as some sort of signal to Iran. It's been routine to use US based bombers for missions in the middle east for decades.

There was a decent comment about this in another thread, but sadly I don't have the link handy. Anyhow, the commenter outlined that B-52, B-1, and B-2 crews generally train for slightly different mission sets. During the GWoT, B1 crews focused heavily on precision strike missions. So it's not at all surprising they'd be called on to go ruin someone's day with some JDAMs.

Also, while going all the way from the US seems overly complicated, again this has been common since even Desert Storm. I grew up near an air force base and as a teenager was friends with a captain that flew navigator on KC-135s. All the time he would get sent on what he called "secret squirrel" missions which were basically to be a gas station for covert strikes being launched from the US.

Also another interesting bit is OSINT people have on occasion figured out something was up by tracking the tanker fleet moving around the globe with ADS-B on.

The US has nearly 400 operational tankers. That tells you just how important and heavily used this capability is. It's one of the unsexy things that gives the US a huge advantage in projecting power globally.
The B-1B carries more payload than any bomber or fighter in U.S. inventory. Iran understands the capabilities of the U.S., they don’t need a reminder.  What sending the Bone shows is that we can deliver a significant amount of ordinance quickly and accurately anywhere in the world, outside of possibly Moscow and mainland China. 

It’s great practice for American aircrews while delivering a lot of ordinance with minimal risk (2 B-1s versus X number of F-15Es). 

F-15Es are probably the alternative and often used for these kinds of strikes. Based on the number targets, it would have required a significant number.
The US having long range bombers isn't all that new, seems strange to highlight something so obvious.
Maybe US want to save available munitions in the region as reserve for major war.
I think it’s as you say, to show to Iran that even if they managed to reduce every American stronghold in the Middle-East to rubble, sink every single US carrier and destroy all US allies in the area, that the US would still be able to strike them easily.
From a very practical perspective, beyond loadout/weaponeering considerations, the B-1Bs aren't based in any local country. You don't need to ask any local country for ABO to conduct strikes, and there's less chance of leaks/political issues.
I am very interested in the statement (in the article) that the LREW is meant to fit inside the B-21. In bombing missions, this will make the bombers significantly harder to engage with fighters, and in support of  friendly fighters, a B-21 would be an ideal missile truck, with a large payload, excellent endurance, and the capability to fire from higher up and closer to the enemy than an F-15ex in a similar roll.

If combined with drones for spotting and other tasks, the B-21 would fit most of what we are expecting from 6th gen fighters.
I recall hearing about the UK and Japan further collaborating on the JNAAM programme a while back where they would fit a Japanese AESA seeker onto the Meteor.

But, this year I’m now hearing the Japanese have ended the JNAAM research project and are instead using the research gathered from the project to develop a next generation BVRAAM that is supposedly separate to the Meteor?

Is this actually true? Or am I misunderstanding the statement and by “next generation BVRAAM” they actually just mean moving onto development of the upgraded Meteor with an AESA seeker? If it’s the former in that the Japanese decided to go alone and drop the Meteor design entirely, it seems a little unwise because upgrading the Meteor to have an AESA seeker, which would make it one of the most advanced missiles on the planet, would likely be far cheaper, easier and reach IOC far faster than any indigenous Japanese project that would likely not even produce a missile that much more capable than the Meteor itself.

The Meteor is arguably already the best BVRAAM on the planet, surpassing both the AIM-120D and PL-15, and is likely to match up well against even the AIM-260 depending on what its exact characteristics end up being. The missile also seems to have a lot of room for growth and upgrades as well so it’d be a shame to see Japan drop the design for an indigenous one that’s bound to be more expensive and produced in significantly lower quantities.
Apparently LREW hasn't been a thing for a long time, and Peregrine and CUDA are S&T designs which is not for procurement.

So it looks like it's only the JATM and maybe the LRAAM which complements the former that the US would procure in the future.
I find it amusing that Perun would come out with a video on this topic now of all weeks, a few days after an AIR-2 Genie air-to-air nuclear rocket was discovered in some guy's backyard (without a warhead thankfully)

https://abcnews.go.com/US/wireStory/police-inert-cold-war-era-missile-found-garage-106923439

Not very relevant to modern defense. Although I wonder if in the ever increasing quest for air superiority continues, such weapons might get revisited.
Urban terrain is more of a defenders advantage. That is, it is an advantage to whoever is not moving. Units, infantry or armor, advancing through urban terrain have narrow sight lines, confront unique geography nearly every block, and have a multidimensional threat to deal with. That is, snipers on roofs, infantry in buildings, ambushers on street level, and even teams in the sewers if theyre big enough. The attacker does have some advantages, and can turn the tables if theyre clever. But overwhelmingly the advantage goes to the static side. The only real solution is to blast and blast and blast and hope you can smash the defenders out of their holes. But going block by block is a slog. Moreover, slower rates of advance is like the opposite of a successful offensive operation, slower in this context = more ammunition expenditure and more men lost, jeopardizing further forward progress. As the defender you want the enemy to grind through you.

All that being said, a constant refrain in this (and all warfare since WWII) is that with enough time, men, and material any single position can be taken. No city block is a perfect fortress, and the attacker will always be able to grind it out. As they can grind out nearly any position.
>Correct me if I'm wrong, but doesn't urban fighting generally favor the attacker (because of all the cover and concealment provided by buildings, tunnels, and rubble to dismounted infantry) at the expense of slower rates of advances?

In certain situations, yes. Assuming the attacker has the fires capabilities to destroy defending positions, civilian buildings used for defenses are often weaker than purpose built prepared defenses. 

Additionally, in a positional war setting like Ukraine, where Recon Fires Complex reigns supreme (drone directed/delivered precision strikes that are fast and lethal), the close proximity of urban areas often allows dismounted assault forces to launch attacks without being detected and engaged before they are already on top of the defenders.

Avdiivka is screwed. There was no way they were prepared in depth to defend against that specific avenue of approach, which was exactly why it fell and the Russians could penetrate. The units defending that section of the city are very likely doing so from hasty defensive positions, and there is likely a shortage of defenders, it being the troops who had to retreat locally (what's left of them) and any local reserves committed. 

The Ukrainians will need to immediately counterattack in strength, to try to force a Russian retreat or at the very least to stop their forward progress long enough for local defenders to solidify the line. Right now, the situation is probably extremely chaotic, it's probably a race for each side to commit reserves, for the Russians to be able to keep exploiting, and for the Ukrainians to stop or push them back. 

>The city of Avdiivka is is unlikely to fall any time soon

I'm not so sure. The city isn't very wide, the Russian map that Rob Lee's account shows has the Russians at least 2/3 across the width. The last supply route seems to be within 1 kilometer of the forward trace of Russian troops. They might have already severely interdicted that supply line through direct observation and direct fires, let alone drones. 

Because that happened in the northern half of the city, the southern half, where the 110th Brigade and other units were holding the line, they're going to be hurting for supplies, CASEVAC, and very real threat potential to be encircled.

If an immediate counterattack can't drive the Russians out of the city, it's time to retreat out of the city.
>doesn't urban fighting generally favor the attacker

I saw for 6 weeks here people saying that the IDF was about to get chewed up in urban combat in Gaza because it heavily favoured the defence.
Not sure how you figure that.  

a) New infantry reinforcements from Russia for now still have to cross open terrain to enter the northern streets.  This might change if the Russians consolidate a wider border to the urban area itself, but yeah.

b) I suspect most of that study was done for battles that were entirely encircled by a wholly superior force, like Fallujah.
it comes down to the supply line into the city, exfil, infil and casevac capability. even in bakhmut where there was only one “road of life” left, rob lee said the ukrainians were still able to attrit the russians 1 to 1. because the russians are now pushing directly into the center of avdiivka after all of their flanking maneuvers failed, the gloc into the city is still safe for now. as long as the russians continue a frontal assault its not going to be close to even attrition. bakhmut had  geographical factors that gave the afu some advantages as the defender but avdiivka supposedly has some deep bunkers and tunnels in the center of the city that give the defender a different advantage that bakhmut never had. without a flank or proper fire control over the main highway into avdiivka, yeah its not going to favor the russians
[removed]
>if Israel can reach a cease fire with Hamas then operations in the north could pick up if Hezbollah aggression continues

Isn't Hezbollah's attacks in the north entirely based on Israel's war in Gaza? That is, if a ceasefire is reached with Hamas, why would Hezbollah keep launching drones and missiles?
Please format your post properly to distinguish between what the source says, and your own words.
Hypops is 10/10 but there isn't a ton of material there, supposed he's getting back into producing more content in the near future.  He does simulations.

Hypohistorical is also fantastic.  Combo of history and defense policy long form.  

For more short for news and current events Ward Carroll and Sub Brief are good as well.
It's rare to see such combative words in defence policy papers.
Not particularly sure how NI is supposed to be taken “off the table” given it increasingly looks like a border poll will occur within the next two decades (Michelle O’Neill reckons within a decade, I can see that but it’s less likely than within two). That’s a lifetime in politics, sure, and it *won’t even necessarily succeed*, but the fact of the matter is that a border poll is more on the table than it has ever been, and that means NI is *inherently* in dispute for the foreseeable future. As much as this paper wants to claim NI as an integral part of the union, NI is the part of the union probably most likely to quit said union within the lifetime of anyone reading this. I would be surprised if Scotland beat them to it given the current state of the SNP.

So how exactly can NI be taken “off the table”? The paper is obviously focused on defence and not broader British and Irish politics, so I understand why it doesn’t go into a whole load of detail about means to convince the people of Northern Ireland that they’re better off with the UK. But you can’t just say “the question should be taken off the table” without at least elaborating some vague sense of how that could be achieved, since it’s a bit of a load bearing statement. Like, at least say “we need to find ways to convince people to not want to leave the UK”, in which case: good luck solving the central question of the unionist movement here for the last few decades! 

I can’t really pick holes at the paper and I’m not interested in doing that, but I think it’s really just gliding past the gigantic sword of Damocles that will hang over literally any attempt to build new bases and infrastructure in NI, which is that everyone will ask “why are we doing this if the base *could* be Irish in a few years time”.
This reads like a Kremlin think tank raving about an ex-Soviet country.
"For far too long, the UK has discussed and negotiated with Dublin while accepting explicitly the most corrosive, radical, and unfounded of historically revisionist Irish nationalist premises."

I don't see how this statement is corroborated by the report. On the contrary, it's full of hair-raising passages which are historically revisionist themselves:

"Irish nationalism was therefore preconditioned on the rise of other nationalist movements in the modern era, rather than any unified identity distinct from Great Britain in historical, cultural, economic or political terms." (page 14)

"German intelligence had extensive contacts with the Irish Republican movement, and was a supporter of the Easter Rising." (page 19)

"Had the UK not preserved Northern Ireland’s place in the Union, there would have been no practicable mechanism for the protection of the Western Approaches." (page 21)

God knows there are plenty of good reasons to be critical of Irish freeloading off NATO, but I don't think deligitimising Irish independence itself is the way to go.
It was put in the last thread. Anyway. This was just the estimate of the Russian grouping in the Kupyansk sector by Ukrainian military intelligence, in terms of men and gear. Like the rest of the groupings, it has been gradually growing, but even months ago there were comparable numbers of troops and equipment deployed there. 

What happened is that this story was amplified by unserious journalists, who sold it as a breaking news, like if all those Russian forces deployed in the area had just arrived and a major offensive there was imminent, in a matter of days or so.
This whole information is poorly written 

Attack on Kupyansk and after that taking Kharkiv Oblast (in free part of Kharkiv Oblast there is a city Kharkiv multi million sized city) 

But what I think about this operation is that Russians Will try to take everything east of Oskil, but their biggest fiasco from this Winter offensive is Kupyansk front part of battlefied and I really think that this size isn't enough to conquer prepared Ukraine

but a lot of battles and they can pressure around Tabaivka where Russians made some breakthrouht
Claim is from a non-credible source
If Russia were to attack NATO territory it wouldn't attempt a full war. Instead, Russia would seek to create a limited scenario with the ultimate goal of undermining NATO member resolve, and cohesiveness, not to take territory. For example, Russia could fake an uprising in Estonia (hosts a sizable Russian speaking minority), like Russia did in Donbas after Euromaidan. Russia would then repeat the exact same song and dance until there is a breakaway region of Estonia for several years that eventually needs to be saved from the 'genocidal Estonians'.

At that point, you will come here, and ask why does the U.S. (or other NATO members) care about a little piece of Estonia (or all of Estonia) since it's a small unimportant peripheral part of Europe. Let the Russians have it, and they will be inferior to NATO anyway. And if your opinion prevails in reality, that's when Russia kills article 5, NATO as a meaningful organization, and Russia becomes a threat to all of Europe, and the U.S.
I don't think there's credible evidence that artificial general intelligence is going to change the state of the Ukraine war in the next two years.

So, act on the assumption that no game-changers will emerge.
General AI is not coming next year, nor next decade. In fact, there is no evidence that it is even possible. There might be tech ( some day ) that can emulate one to some extent but it isnt the same.

Dont be fooled by the seemingly coherent ai today. It is a lot of window dressing.

As why should you care, how should anyone know ? Everyone has their own arguments, but if yours is - agi is coming next year - that doesnt hold much water.

Besides, even if 'we' get agi, so what ? Are you imagining the tech singularity ?
Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
There’s a lot of potential for things to go wrong, especially since this apparently isn’t just the replacement of Zaluzhnyi but part of a larger reorganization.

I’m not that well versed in what kind of populist Zelenskyy is, but what exactly are the chances this is more because of politics then military strategy?
I don't think that this is proof because it only came from the Italian interview. There is nothing about this in the Ukrainian Press. 

It makes no sense for Zelenski to release such important information through the most random channel possible. 

I think that we should wait for something more official or some kind of clarification.
I mean, yes. The fact that Zalzuhny had the gall to refuse to resign is a sign of deeper tensions and insubordination.  That's not really tenable, and the only solution is to remove them.
In hindsight, the end of McClellan's military career ended up being good for the overall Union war effort. At the time, the decision by Lincoln to remove him was also questioned for many of the same reasons being brought up with Zaluzhnyi. Hindsight will be 20/20 with this - it's hard to say whether change will bring an improvement or not in my eyes.
Maybe, but i see it very difficult that a new guy will be able to put in meaningful change,  the major problem that i see is that Zalushny was/is very popular among the troops and the general populace.
There is a lot to be said for removing a general who undermines the authority of the president
Many.

We don't know who has made many bad decisions in the war so far and will have to wait for that information to come out after. So we can't talk about why they held Bakhmut so long.

There are other issues that we do know.

Ukraine's military is still not organised to fight a major war. In my mind too much power is being held at the top and not delegated. This should have changed at least a year ago. This falls on Zaluzhnyi.

The counter offensive was badly planned and had little chance of success. This falls on Zaluzhnyi.

There has been politicking going on for a long time. Who ordered what and how mobilization is going. Some of this comes out of the president's office, but that is part of the job. In every war the leader will be shaping the conversation. For so much to come out of the military is bad.

The lack of replacements to replace Zaluzhnyi. I can think of another battlefield war where figures are not gaining fame for success. Maybe this is just an accident and modern war doesn't have generals who win victories. It could be that people at the top don't want to allow rivals to appear.
Imo, Zaluzhniy shouldn't be removed because it'd hurt morale and his replacement is unlikely to be meaningfully better.

However, his replacement is also unlikely to be meaningfully worse.
Those are plausible theories, but they aren't the only ones. You can construct anti-Zaluzhnyi narratives as well, I don't personally agree with them but we are outside observers who are not privy to what's happening inside Ukraine at top levels.

One of those narratives is that Zaluzhnyi didn't follow the counter-offensive plan as it was laid out, this made him unsuitable for further command according to some analysts; and if those analysts have a lot of power then it would sense to get someone else who would listen more. 

The second theory you point out goes both ways, what if Zelenskyy  has a legitimate concern? Political challenges *during* the war would be disastrous, if the concern is long term(after the war) then of course Zelenskyy is the one who is in the wrong.
Zaluzhny isnt some saint or particularly amazing professional. He has received a lot of , frankly undeserved , good PR due to being the defacto military leader of Ukraine in its darkest hour.

However, he is very much a political animal but unlike the president, has direct authority over military matters.

I am very doubtful how much better than anyone else he is. IMHO , Ukraine's top brass is probably more or less cut of the same cloth.

Biggest benefit of Zaluzhny is him being ( allegedly ) popular with the troops.
Zelensky is starting to become the definition of “You either die a hero, or live long enough to see yourself become the villain”

I have nothing credible to add regarding Zaluzhnyi, or any of his replacement but Zelensky has the same background in military operations as me, which is to say none and he should stay mostly out of it.

I understand that you want your Commander in Chief to be someone you can trust as the leader of the country and I don’t know what happened between these two to lead to this, maybe someone can enlighten me on that?
Considering Zaluzhnyi's far right ties there is a real question to be asked over whether his political ambitions would really just be Zelenskyy's problem. I could see there being some worry over the potential of a military coup.
Wonder where the "Time isn't on Russia's side" crowd in this sub went....
In your headcanon, what other times has Russia used this tactic?
Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
I can't find anything about Ukraine using the M26 (MLRS). Did you mean the M39 (ATACMS) or maybe GLSDB containing M26?
>  In June 2021, the rate at which Ukraine was using Javelin missiles would have exhausted the entire US stockpile in 42 days

I'm not dismissing the point being made, nor that the UK should invest far more in its armed forces, but... 

It's worth bearing in mind that the way NATO would fight a war against Russia would likely not involve nearly as many Javelins or artillery as Ukraine was/is using. NATO's whole military approach is based around air superiority and pummeling the enemy from 40,000ft with stand-off weapons. If NATO is ever burning through Javelins at the same rate as Ukraine, something must've gone very, very wrong.
To be clear, that's economic assistance, not military. Seems about right personally, following the trend of US focusing on military assistance and letting Europe pick up the slack on sustaining Ukraines economy and humanitarians stuff.
The dooming is warrented in part, because passage seems like a steep hurdle in this House. But at the same time its worth pointing out that there is a lot of discontent regarding a possible rejection of this bill from Republicans, especially in the Senate. WAPO has a lot of great quotes on this, one senator was particularly frustrated because as he saw it his party had successfully pushed the Democratic base, which generally will support this bill in the short term, right where they wanted them to be. The funding linkage worked like a charm, and Republicans have their biggest win on the border in years. Yet now, unhappily, some want to blow it up for the sake of the campaign trail. Members who are there to make laws and policy, yes they do exist, are very angry at the possibility that this will all blow up. There is also further simmering frustration at the lack of production from this House and the fear that will hurt them in November. Republicans are, justifiably, very concerned that without new legislation or another big political win to market most moderates will judge them on 2023 issues and the 2024 economy, both of which look bad for them. While the base is more isolationist these days, a good chunk of Republicans still support the Ukraine bill as well. So there really isn't a good solid 'win' here for Johnson regardless of which way he goes. Trump, on the other hand, seems immune to bad politics and oblivious to most things.
>Telling the US right now - if Trump allows Putin to take a square inch of NATO territory, you will have to go completely alone against China, and we won't care if you win or not.

Not like Europe (aside from possibly the UK) would help us in a confrontation with China anyway, regardless. Too interdependent economically to cut ties or join in sanctions, and can't project force in the Pacific.

I think a better argument is that it would cause allies like Japan and South Korea to doubt our commitment.
>Telling the US right now - if Trump allows Putin to take a square inch of NATO territory, you will have to go completely alone against China, and we won't care if you win or not.

And why would the EU support the US against China when the article 5 doesn't apply in the Asia-Pacific?
Can we stop dooming already? Johnson [recently spoke](https://twitter.com/SpeakerJohnson/status/1752460074583232547) with the Speakers of the Baltic states. There will likely be some compromise. This is too important.
> Well the leaks were mostly on target in terms of what the bill held for the border

Which part of the leaks do you think were right? Neither the top line figures nor the wording around parole are remotely similar to what Laura Ingraham and co were suggesting.
I don't think I saw a single factual take on the leaks from the far right. Putting numbers 10x higher than the bill says out means they're either lying or didn't read it. 

Hopefully having the text out makes it harder to lie.
No need to be pessimistic just yet, let's see what Mike Johnson says first.
Don't take Johnson at what he says. He lawyer speaks to give himself a lot of wiggle room. See basically everyone who he's had a conversation with who said that he was considering something only for Johnson to turn around an hour later and say nothing has changed. Even his "dead on arrival" comment had the "if the bill is similar to what the leaks are saying" conditional attached to it. Who determines if it's similar? Johnson does. So he has an out if he wants one.

The other thing to remember is that Johnson has basically caved on every big bill that's come his way. He caved on his stance of not doing another continuing resolution, and not sticking to the debt deal budget numbers. If he gets pressured, he could cave again.

The last option would be a discharge petition. That would be really dicey though.
The composition of the "Cossack Volunteer Assault Corps" has been clarified. It’s formed by the union of volunteer units, former PMCs and BARS detachments. It consists of two divisions, which include the so-called "assault and reconnaissance brigades”, a new type of Russian unit. These brigades are generally reinforced battalions and the battalions that constitute them are reinforced companies, but the total corps size should still be several tens of thousands of men. The former PMCs from which it’s formed come largely from the PMC Redut galaxy and recruitment into them is still done through Redut. 

The first division consists of such assault and reconnaissance brigades: "Terek", "Siberia", "Don”, "Dnepr”, "Wolves” and "Convoy”. The last was raised by reforming Rogozin's "Tsar's Wolves" Battalion. The second division has such brigades: "St. George", "Nevsky”, "Veterans", "Hispaniola", "Sever-V"; as well as some separate battalions such as "Storm Ossetia”, "Alania", "Lynx”, "Torch”, "Tigers”, "Borz”, and BARS-8 and BARS-16 detachments. The corps includes the "Volga" Artillery Brigade and the "Oskol" separate recon battalion. PMC Redut would continue to be active as a brigade-sized unit under the dependencies of this corps. BARS detachments are also part of the brigades - for example, the first and second motorized battalions of the "Convoy" Brigade are the former BARS-1 and BARS-11 detachments. The units of this corps are generally motorized with MT-LBs, they also have Tigr MRAPs and BMP-2s. The tank battalions (that some of these brigades have) field tanks such as T-80BV(M)s and these brigades also have tube artillery and rocket artillery battalions within them. Some of such brigades are forming new motorized, rifle and tank battalions. The quality of soldiers is heterogeneous: there are skilled volunteers and former Wagnerites as well as far-right football hooligans, BARS reservists, and ultra-nationalist people who volunteered. In general, the average age of soldiers in the corps is quite high. 

Small focus on Territorial Forces. During the huge wave of mobilization in autumn 2022, Russia had neither the management structures nor the equipment to form new regular divisions and brigades. As a result, the mobiks, in addition to restaffing existing units, were framed into dozens of regiments  of the "Territorial Forces", generally of the 3xx-th or 1xxx-th series. These are marked by scarce mechanized capabilities (generally MT-LBs), lack of tank units and often of heavy artillery. They are in fact rifle regiments suitable for defensive purposes and are employed to reinforce the brigades or the divisions to which they are attached. These regiments can be disbanded and cannibalized without problems, unlike regular units. Some of those originally created today no longer exist and have merged into other regiments of the Territorial Forces or regular formations. Some of them have been a basis for creating new regular units too. They are also used as marching units to replenish losses elsewhere. There is evidence that the brigades of the Central Military District deployed around Avdiivka received soldiers from the 1308th Regiment to replenish losses; the 2nd Motorized Division of the 1st Tank Army recently received thousands of soldiers, largely from the 346th Regiment; several motorized brigades of the 2nd Corps have included battalions from the Territorial Forces into their organic structure. Some of these regiments will certainly be retained, as rifle units and/or to include assault troops. For example, the 1307th Regiment replenished the very heavy losses it suffered around Bakhmut with contract soldiers; the 1008th Regiment is looking for contract personnel as stormtroopers; the 1429th and 1430th Regiments, employed in the defense of Robotyne during the summer (where they had very heavy losses), received "Guards" status, which suggests that they will be retained and rebuilt. 

In general, Russia is forming many new formations and units. However, one must apply a veil of skepticism to their plans, even if they are confirmed by Ukrainian sources. If forming new brigades has proved relatively easy for them, forming new divisions, particularly from scratch and in the very considerable amount I wrote about above, is by no means a trivial task, even for a country like Russia. For example, the 46th and 47th Motorized Divisions have been in the process of formation since the summer and there has been no update on their progress, according to Mashovets they still have raised only a regiment each. The mobilization support centers (charged with providing weapons and equipment to the new units) are working at full capacity, but there are large bottlenecks. The deadline for the formation of the new units of the Moscow and Leningrad MDs was set for February 29 but for Mashovets it has likely been postponed to May 31, because of the difficulties encountered in establishing them. As far as equipment is concerned, it varies: some new motorized units field BMP-3s, others MT-LBs, and a considerable number of BTR-70s were pulled out of storage. The new tank units often have different tanks: it seems the norm is to have a mix of T-90Ms and T-62Ms, with the bulk of the tanks being made up of the various T-72 modifications, while the availability of T-80s seems to have dropped considerably compared to a year ago, when a large number of T-80BVs were reactivated and given to units in each military district to make up for losses and equip new units.
I cannot help but observe that Russia seems to be bringing back the old practice of massing divisions in triangle and square configurations, and moving away from independent brigade operations. I don't know if this is just something that I'm observing but I suspect if this is genuinely the case then it might have to do with Putin's increasing practice of directly issuing orders down to operational commanders.
He had been summoned as a conscript for the military service, not as a mobilized, to my knowledge. It's rare for those under 24 to be mobilized in order to go to Ukraine, usually the average mobilized men is in his early/mid 30s and has military experience, e.g. in the military service. 

From my analysis of obituaries and MIA notices of Russian soldiers, where it's specified the vast majority of the mobilized were called up between September and November 2022, with a minority in winter 2022/23. Where it is specified, all Russian soldiers (that I have been able to see) who have joined since then, are contract personnel, or convicts.
According to Ukrainian sources, Russia currently has capacity to send between 100 and 150 tanks per month to the front. Annual production capacity is estimated to be between 250 and 300 tanks (i.e. new or fully upgraded tanks such as T-90M, T-80BVM, T-72B3M), while the majority of tanks are reactivated models from depots, at most with some restoration.
> Instead, we're seeing the Russian army get stronger and deploying more equipment. With more tanks deployed than ever.

So far with very little to show for it against a hamstrung Ukrainian military.

The one quality that was severely underestimated by the West was Russian commitment to this war, and the war's bizarre motivations, in the face of colossal losses of men and materiel not seen in generations. NATO is slowly waking up to the fact that the neighbor is indeed crazy.
Russia’s artillery stockpiles are significantly lower now than during 2022, evidenced by their massively decreased average daily rate of fire. This has forced the Russians to greatly reduce their tempo and scale of operations compared to what they were managing during 2022.

Russia is undoubtedly in a worse position to engage NATO now than in 2022. Their main advantage was their abundance of artillery and that advantage has eroded significantly due to attrition and excessive usage. As we’ve seen throughout this war, Russia is only able to make ANY gains if their enemy is entirely incompetent or basically completely caught off-guard like Ukraine was at the start of the war or if they have consistent artillery and numerical superiority.

Without constant artillery barrages, how is Russia going to expect to launch any sort of concerted offensive into NATO that will move at any appreciable pace? Furthermore, against NATO, it is unlikely Russia’s numerical superiority will be anywhere close to the one they enjoy against Ukraine. And, most importantly, the VKS will not play anywhere near as aggressive a role as they do in Ukraine now, with the VKS likely being forced on the defensive for the entirety of the war against NATO or effectively knocked out completely by the end of it.
>Instead, we're seeing the Russian army get stronger and deploying more equipment. With more tanks deployed than ever.

We certainly are not seeing it getting stronger. 

It could be getting stronger compared to whatever the current state of Ukraine's military, but RU army is certainly worse off than what it (in theory) could field 2 years ago.
Russia is 100% not getting stronger. It is extremely atypical for an Army, once locked into a war, to get stronger over time. Really that only happens in mass mobilization periods, which Russia is not doing. Instead, the war between the two can be thought of like a wrestling or boxing match. Both combatants are slowly wearing themselves out. Taking blows, losing men, losing equipment. Eventually one side or another will hit the bottom of the barrel and either break or quit. What were seeing now is the Russia is not tiring as quickly as western analysts predicted, and is rather able to maintain and sustain a high level of effective commitment to the front. This comes at a cost, and wont last forever. An example of this is the Storm-Z/V units, which were initially a good source of manpower but one that has now seem to have been exhausted. Russia can keep mining for more men, just as UKR changes and expands its own conscription scheme. Eventually both will run out of willing and able young men to go, but the question is whose society can better bare that burden. Ditto, for example, with equipment. Russia's tank numbers are increasing, and its rate of production on tanks is much higher than expected. But some number of those vehicles are going to be stuff like the MTLBs with naval guns and T-62 obr. 2022s. These are obvious downgrades vs. T-80s and T-72B3s. But Ukraine is also going through its own downgrade, as T-72s and -64s are swapped for things like Leo 1s and older model import Soviet tanks. Within the perspective of the war, were looking at how these changes create relative imbalance between the two forces. But within a larger context, only a fucking idiot would send a battalion of T-62 obr. 2022s against an Abrams battalion. The US does not have shell hunger, its not running low on Patriot missiles, its Air Force is intact, its fresh. Russia has not degraded in Ukraine as we expected, but the west and NATO has not been fighting at all and is thus in a much better material state. Thus Russia very well likely may need a number of years before it can, say, replace its T-62s with T-90s and -14s. Or upgrade its IFV fleet to the BMP-3 standard. Or replace its missile stockpile for theater level strikes. Just like you wouldn't pit an exhausted Muhammad Ali against a fresh Mike Tyson, you cant expect an exhausted Russian army to credibly threaten NATO until its had time to regenerate seriously.
>Or am I wrong and is this army completely hollow.

It's not hollow, it's just now totally set up to fight the Ukrainians, which it can only succeed at defensively. 

The Russian Armed Forces started out in 2022, theoretically, designed to fight NATO in a mobile war on a "fragmented battlefield," think the first phase of this war where there were large gaps between units on each side, where nobody fully knew where all the units were located, where the lines weren't at all solidified, etc. 

Since then, it's been destroyed and rebuilt multiple times with low quality replacements, significantly degraded equipment compared to early war, and a focus on a form of warfare much different than the start of a war against NATO. 

While Russian drone capabilities have improved, much of their new tactics, techniques, and procedures they use now wouldn't work well or at all in mobile warfare, especially not with a low trained army. They only "work now" because the lines are static and every action are now part of deliberate plans, set piece battles. Doing it during mobile warfare is a whole can of worms. Same goes for everything else. 

Russia's biggest strengths against NATO, assuming it's a limited war that doesn't go nuclear, would be artillery ammo (but not my much) and overall size, assuming they fully pull out of Ukraine and throw the lot against NATO before the US can reinforce Europe and the rest of NATO mobilize too.
Just yesterday there were reports of a Russian attack being repelled  consisting of nine T-62s and a T-55. That may be more tanks, but it’s certainly not stronger. It’s also not the kind of equipment you would ever see on the front line if new production tanks were even close to meeting demand, or if there were T-72s in storage to use instead.
> The first year everyone was counting down to the point where Russia would run out of tanks.

you know what else everyone was thinking in the first year? that there was no way the russians could ever run short on artillery shells. even the most wildly optimistic h0pium semi credible pro ua supporter thought two things - number one that russia would always have a huge artillery fires advantage and number two that air superiority was a matter of time for the ruaf. yeah in the meantime the russians have been able to do a better job of refurbishing tanks and produce more missiles than the early estimates but they have put both those things to such shitty use that its gotten them no advantage. then not only did the west give the afu artillery advantage for a small time last year, the russian army has been reduced to begging a country like the dprk for artillery shells. you would have gotten massively downvoted and dismissed out of hand if you suggested that in march 2022. no one thought the russian bsf will not be able to impose its will entirely on the afu at the start of the war. no one thought in the first year that the afu had any chance of dealing russia any damage deep inside its territory. that the afu could attack factories, substations and oil plants hundreds of miles inside russian territory or that russian gbad will ever allow the afu to hit hardened military facilities in crimea with any frequency
The Lance turret is the same one as used on the Boxer CRV. The procurement process was halted after Australia didnt picked the [Lynx IFV](https://soldat-und-technik.de/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Schuetzenpanzer-Lynx-KF41-zur-Erprobung-uebergeben-3.jpg) which uses the same turret, made by Rheinmetall.

The Puma turret is the RCT30 from KMW, which was never in the running for Australia.

Its unclear if the Heavy Weapon Carrier Boxer with Lance turret will still be ordered from Australia, or produced in Europe.

To clarify the difference between Lance and RCT30, the Lance turret is manned with a turret basket protruding into the crew compartment, while the RCT30 is unmanned, which allows for more space in the crew compartment.
In theory yes. But republicans have shown that they are willing to elect any politician running on a republican ticket, while democrats are way more critical of their politicians and also willing to stay home.
well, it would certainly threaten to help him with progressives, i suppose.

liberals probably won't believe it much
I think you underestimate how many rich and influential Democrat backers are Jewish…
It absolutely would be.

Biden stands to lose much more from losing pro-israel voters than from pro-palestine voters.
I fully recognize that there are reasons for using the B-1B in this role which are more or less internal to the US -- practice and maintain mission capability, perhaps some arguments about tactical advantages the B-1B provided relative to the public signaling of the mission's inevitability and potential air defense/intelligence tracking of in-theater air assets.

But I'm really thinking if there was any larger signaling value to it relative to the Iranians in terms of US military technology, capabilities or influencing future Iranian risk-taking calculus on further retaliatory responses.
I don't doubt that there are subject matter experts in the Iranian leadership who have a broad and deep understanding of US military capabilities.  That being said, in a nation like Iran which is led by figures who rely on religious values I would expect there's a gulf between the ambitions of political leadership with regard to military brinksmanship and their understanding of the fundamental limits of Iran to press military goals against the US.

The signaling may be unnecessary for elements of the military leadership, but it could be a benefit to other voices in the regime who may be trying to preach restraint, providing a more concrete example of demonstrable US capabilities and their existential risks to Iran.
I'm a big fan of the idea of B-21s being used with very large AAMs to target AWACS / Command & Control Aircraft and tankers. 

Additionally having a dozen internally held AAMs which could be able to close the distance in the pacific would be a massive advantage. In a case of a Taiwan invasion it could be a gamechanger to have a dozen B-21s using their long endurance to extend the defensive shield of a carrier.

The idea of a B-21 loaded up with a few ADM-160 MALDs with radar for forward observing capabilities and a combination of VLAAMs and AAMs seems incredibly capable.
This a new indigenous missile that was announced earlier last year. 

JNAAM was only initially funded as a research program up to the end of FY2023. A discission on procurement was supposed to happen after live fire tests this year, but the Japanese didn't allocate anymore money for it in the latest budget so the tests aren't happening. 

There hasn't been an official announcement on why JNAAM isn't happening but Thales make the current meteor seeker and the rumor is that the French kicked up a stink about the Brits trying to run off and make a version of meteor without their bit in it which scuppered the whole thing.
Most of that was the previous mindset before this war, and is only really true now for urban areas that are naturally heavily reinforced construction with extensive tunnels built in or created by the defenders. 

Realistically, modern residential and commercial structures usually offer only concealment, not actual cover that can stop heavy weapons, especially artillery and incendiaries. Examples where the cover is sufficient are various Middle Eastern or South Asian residential areas where thick mud brick construction is the norm, or Soviet era commercial manufacturing locations in Ukraine with deep basements meant to withstand nuclear strikes (like in Mariupol, Severodonetsk, Bakhmut) or Soviet era residential apartment blocs made almost entirely out of reinforced concrete. 

Lack of deep basements in modern constructed suburban residential neighborhoods was cited by the Ukrainians as a big reason for losing entire swaths of Bakhmut. Defenders only left the basements, which served as dugouts to protect them from heavy fires, to specifically repel attacks and then went back into the basements. Without basements, they were forced to hide in houses protected by sheetrock and 2x4s and 1/4" plywood. Without real platoon or company strongpoints to base their defenses on, as soon as their positions were discovered (by either drone or recon-in-force probing) the Russians would hammer them with arty, including TOS-1 thermobarics or PGM arty strikes, leveling the buildings and everyone inside. That creates a gap, resulting in either a breakthrough or the UAF needing to retreat back an entire block to reset their line with new hasty positions that will often not withstand heavy fires.
Shouldn't the question be are the Russians in a better position fighting in Avdiivkas urban terrain rather than outside it?


While it's still disadvantageous to the attacker it ought to be a much better position than dealing with 9 years worth of fortifications?
>  Right now, the situation is probably extremely chaotic, it's probably a race for each side to commit reserves, for the Russians to be able to keep exploiting, and for the Ukrainians to stop or push them back.

It'll be interesting to see how this plays out, since the Soviet encirclement methodology at the operational level since WW2, usually requires two rings or two forces with separate but complementary tasks: an inner ring to hold the trapped force in place, and an outer ring which separates from the encircled area to create distance between the trapped forces and the enemy relief force. It required a high degree of coordination and staff work that the Soviets struggled with until late in 44. I guess we'll have to find out soon if the Russians have that capability.
>The Ukrainians will need to immediately counterattack in strength, to try to force a Russian retreat or at the very least to stop their forward progress long enough for local defenders to solidify the line.

\*If\* the Ukrainians are able to do so, will Avdiivka still be likely to fall?
They were able to bomb it to hell from the air plus had tanks with trophys though.
>even in bakhmut where there was only one “road of life” left, rob lee said the ukrainians were still able to attrit the russians 1 to 1. 

I just want to point out that anyone who don't have extremely classified documents from ***both sides*** is just guessing about this.
Please avoid these types of low quality posting
The calculus has changed post-October 7th. The failure in the Israeli security apparatus was a failure of the imagination. They presumed that Hamas was sufficiently deterred by the idea of a powerful Israeli counterstrike. As it turns out, that is not the case. They are more than happy to take heavy blows in the pursuit of their ideological goals which are generally predicated on the idea that if you terrorize the Israelis they will flee "back to Europe." 

It has been rumored since April 2023 that Hamas was conspiring with Hezbollah and other Iranian proxies to launch a combined attack on Israel from multiple fronts. It is unclear if the October 7th attacks were supposed to be the starting gun for such a multi-front attack. I tend to believe yes, if consider the initial statements by Hamas leaders about the Arab world rising up. I think multiple factors prevented this; Hamas' operational security concerns leading to Hezbollah only receiving 30 minutes notice, the timely intervention of the American navy, and the atrocities that generated substantial international backlash (unlike Hamas, Hezbollah does maintain a veneer of political legitimacy). 

The problem now is that Hezbollah stations its elite al-Radwan Force directly on the Israeli border. The same al-Radwan Force that has been releasing training videos for infiltrations that mimic what Hamas had been releasing before their attack. Before Israel considered that Hezbollah was also deterred. Now they have to consider that instead of occasionally trading missiles, Hezbollah could launch an all-out-assault with their thousands of missiles and infiltrate the Israeli border to commit massacres. In such a scenario, likely tens of thousands of Israelis would perish. This is not acceptable. 

Regardless of what happens, Hezbollah will be pushed off the border either diplomatically or militarily. If there is a ceasefire, I am not convinced Israel will launch such an assault. I think they will wait until after the American elections even if the diplomatic route fails, but it is a matter of when and not if in such a case.
Not Sub Brief. God no. Strongly advise against taking anything he claims without a mountain of salt.

He’s been discussed over on r/submarines before where a whole load of his absurd claims have been noted.
And over a situation that's (knock on wood) probably one of the best success stories of reconciliation in post-industrial history.
It's saying out loud stuff that is quiet for very good reasons.

Yes Dublin basicly is freeloading on the UK defence umbrella, thats fine because their neutrality is prefferable to all parties than them aligning with anyone els. The UK pick up defence of all the isles, in return neither Dublin nor London have to deal with any outside milatery bases oin the island of Ireland. 

For london running sea and air patrols gratis is a cheap price for Irish neutrality. For Dublin staying neutral works out well enough and they get free defence. If the UK doesn't medle in the Republic the Republic won't invite anyone els in.
Are they also so poorly supported by the provided references? 

I checked one because it seemed to play fast and loose with the truth:

\> Even before the EU embarked upon the process of formalising a unified  
security and defence policy, Irish neutrality was a source of frustration for  
other nations. The ROI’s first bid in 1960 to join the European Economic  
Community was rebuffed, due to its reluctance to contribute to the implied  
political and security pillars of economic union. 172

Okay, first of all, 1960? It was 1961.

But the reference is as follows, I'm keen to understand more:

\> For example, in the Dáil debate on the issue, Socialist Labour Party member Noel  
C. Browne remarked that EEC membership  
would mean Ireland is “in fact… not neutral  
in the true sense of the word”

That's it? How does that support the claimed EEC view? One Irish MP expressing concerns over what it means for sovereignty?

The main reason the Irish application failed was that De Gaulle rebuffed the UK application. It never made sense for Ireland to join without the UK from an economic perspective.
> A Russian submarine which positioned itself directly outside the entrance to Cork Harbour was "chased off" by a British helicopter and warship because our depleted navy doesn’t have the equipment to detect potential underwater threats.

> The submarine was just outside the 12-mile limit, so it didn’t break any international laws, but military sources have indicated that such events around the Irish coast are becoming more common.

https://www.irishexaminer.com/news/munster/arid-41288176.html
We’re not getting AGI next year, sure. Not getting it next decade, maybe. But saying it’s not possible is an extremely fringe position. The existence of a functioning brain is pretty good evidence it’s possible.
For someone who does not know the implications of AGI you sure have a strong opinion on when it's not coming. I would suggest you to stay on a topic that you are actually informed on rather than spreading misinformation.
>but what exactly are the chances this is more because of politics then military strategy?

This is entirely about politics and a toxic relationship stemming from conflict over various political and strategic disagreements since the war started. Their relationship has been basically destroyed at this point, from what reports have been saying for months they don't talk to each other, Zelensky's office regularly goes around Zaluzhny to directly speak to his subordinates, etc. 

Regardless of the optics, this is a marriage that needs a divorce.
Why can Zelensky not fire him the moment he refuses to resign? Is the real problem not that he hasn’t got a willing replacement ready?
Fascinating. Thank you! Going to do a deep dive on this for my evening reading.
If a coup was in the works, there is a possibility that removing Zaluzhny will accelerate it.
>"Time isn't on Russia's side"

Before all this nonsense time wasn't on Russia side.
Time isn't on Russia's side. 

There is plenty of military gear that is scheduled to arrive in Ukraine, most famously the much needed F-16 airframes. 

Air defense keeps being reinforced with new gear that different EU countries and the US are still supplying.

The de-militarization of the Russian Black Sea fleet proceeds at a slow but steady pace.

Artillery shells production in the west is ramping up (even though some may claim at a glacial pace).

Last but not least, Indigenous long range drone production keeps ramping up, enabling Ukraine to hurt the production base deep in Russia.

On the other hand, the ongoing de-carbonization of the world industry does not bode well for the economic model of Russia.

Not to mention the 50B€ package recently approved by the EU.

In conclusion, Ukraine is in the "Hold the door" mode until all the seeds that were planted get enough time to sprout. Russia on the other side is sppedrunning troops and military gear in the hopes of getting something to show on the battlefield by the time of their presidential elections.

I know this post may come about as a tad optimistic, but lets all sit down and think about everything that has pledged by the West for the next months/years. Even if only a fraction of this is delivered, the strategical position of Ukraine will improve significantly.

Time is not on Russia's side. As a matter of fact they would love for a cease-fire to occur, freezing the current frontlines.
When I called them "M26 components" I meant the M26 component of the latter, and on my end I found multiple credible sources highlighting those when searching Google.

Their existence came as a surprise in 2022 in this very comment thread when they were first reported on, because those in the thread recalled articles about their supposed disposal.
The US supplied cluster munitions to Ukraine in 2023. Those transfers were likely to have included M26, either for use, or for disassembling into bomblets for individual use with drones.
Hope for the best, plan for the worst ?


IMO it would be unreasonable of us to not be very wary of Russia (or China of course) anti air capacities.
Well NATO also can’t produce enough stand off weapons to meet near peer conflict, so it’s a valid point.
Yes I'm aware. The issue is that Ukraine has a 40 billion dollar hole in their budget this year that isn't for the military. Unless some of that money can be shifted to pay for soldiers salaries, Ukraine will still be running a big deficit even with the EU's economic assistance. And if they can't pay that, then their economy will take a hit and their tax generation will also take a hit which will leave a bigger hole even for the military budget.

Now, if some of that money can be used to fund soldier salaries, then they can shift some of that money over to cover their other budget deficits.
Well , by its very nature NATO is about the North Atlanyic and Europe, not the pacific. NATO members have no obligation to  join a hypothetical war with PRC.

Art.5 is geographically limited. You should give it a read.
Bullshit. Europe would no doubt join in sanctions and probably also sell weapons to USA, although we would not join as a belligerent, except possibly the UK. I agree with Unwellington that there's a significant probability that that picture would change if USA betrayed the NATO alliance...
The EU already supports the US in a significant standoff against China on the most crucial national security front: they've agreed to self-impose an export ban on high-end computer chip tech (EUV lithography) to China. ASML is a Dutch company, while crucial optics from ZEISS, a German company.

ASML was finalizing its contract to export EUV to China when, under pressure from the Trump admin, they scuttled the deal. Notably, this occurred simultaneously with Trump's threats to leave NATO. Once the EUV export ban was agreed upon, Trump shut up about NATO. While there's no explicit connection, the timing is sus IMHO.

The next round of the EU's self-imposed lithography export bans came in the early summer of 2022, shortly after the US upped its commitment to Ukraine. Again, while there's no direct link between NATO, Ukraine, US involvement, etc., the timing of the European decision to impose technology export bans is sus.

---

Some people believe that a breach in the US's strategy of containment of China/Russia could lead to a Chinese military base in Cuba or Mexico, but that's not the immediate concern. The first thing to begin to unravel would be South Korea, Japan, or the EU diverging to cut off tech cooperation with the US and integrate more closely with RU/CN. Things would get ugly way before military bases in Mexico. We're already witnessing the US implementing policies to counteract this possibility by gradually reshoring and reviving the American lithography industry.
Further, China being contained is more important than containing Russia…Russia is a minor power compared to the E.U… the fact you Europeans are afraid of Russia taking even a square inch of European NATO territory is an indictment of your complacency in defense and lack of investment…if you can’t event fend off Russia then how the fuck are you gonna help us with China you spineless pricks 

If the E.U. collectively and specifically Germany got off their fucking asses and mobilized their militaries or invested in them sufficiently they could mop the floor with Russia. A third rate power with an economy the size of italy
My amateur perspective on Johnson: it's all a facade. I've seen him speaking positively about aid to Ukraine ([Q: "Do you support additional aid for Ukraine?", A: "We all do"](https://twitter.com/KyleAlexStewart/status/1717292458390786197)). I've seen him [smile with Zelenskyy](https://imgur.com/QMv6Kmd), the [Ukrainian delegation](https://imgur.com/undefined), Stoltenberg, and Baltic states repres, etc

However, I've never seen him take any action other than thwarting aid to Ukraine.

Thus, I'm beginning to think that this is merely his personal style: he's always non-confrontational, willing to meet and listen to anyone, offering smiles and encouraging words, but it's all for show. His favorable utterances or willingness to meet doesn't really signify anything; it's simply his way of interacting - to be courteous, smile, listen, and then either take no action or do the exact opposite.

I hope I'm mistaken and that he's actually a shrewd negotiator. From my pov, if the Ukraine aid bill were put to a vote, it would likely pass with bipartisan support, so there might still be a chance. However, I expect Johnson to never publicly oppose aid to Ukraine, yet also never allow a vote on it (since allowing it to be voted on would mean it's likely to pass, which he may not want).
I don't think it qualifies as dooming when [House Majority leader Scalise said they're not bringing it to the floor](https://twitter.com/SteveScalise/status/1754319765894578181?ref_src=twsrc%5Egoogle%7Ctwcamp%5Eserp%7Ctwgr%5Etweet). Can that change? Certainly. But it's pretty DOA by this point.
He very conspicuously chose not to include "Ukraine aid" in that topic list, even though I'm close to 100% positive someone from that delegation brought it up at least once.

"Dooming" implies some anxious or irrational motivation at work, but you can just listen to the words Mike Johnson says publicly and the words of the members of congress that maintain they'll vote to replace him if he brings a Ukraine aid bill to the floor for vote. This is an extremely grim situation without a clear silver lining on the horizon.
As I posted in another comment, don't take Johnson at what he says. He lawyer speaks to give himself a lot of wiggle room. See basically everyone who he's had a conversation with who said that he was considering something only for Johnson to turn around an hour later and say nothing has changed.
The 5,000 per day limit isn't exactly as was suggested, but it close enough in function to effectively poison the deal for even most moderate Republicans.
Unfortunately the pessimism was warranted.  Speaker Johnson has already declared it DOA this evening.

https://twitter.com/SpeakerJohnson/status/1754333708193091928

He is however pushing for a standalone bill to give money to Israel.
It's definitely never too late for going back on your words in politics, but I don't think taking him at his current word is especially pessimistic. I'd rather say it's optimistic (but not impossible) to hope that deals does go through.
The difference with your two examples is that there was no real benefit for Republicans (and a LOT of draw backs) if he didn't pull back. It would have hurt the stock market and the wider economy.


Not passing this immigration/foreign aid deal could be utilized as a "tough-on-immigration" election strategy in a Presidential Election year. There's actual good (if very cynical) reasons for Johnson to not accept the deal.
Truth being told it was a trend already underway since the years before the invasion of Ukraine, in a reversal of the 2008 military reform that wanted to reform the army with brigades as the founding structure, on the NATO model. This reform had been only partially implemented. It must be said that the US Army is also looking at the divisional model with increasing interest, as far as I know.
Ah good catch, the original version of the story I saw implied it was mobilization summons.  That explains it.
Does Mashovets make an attempt to explain why Russians are deploying only a fraction of the tanks he says they have in Ukraine?  **1/6** of their active tank grouping would be... 450 tanks.  And they allegedly have the support vehicles and troops to man them too.

If you look at a map of Avdiivka, I'm not convinced Ukraine could stop an encirclement attempt of 450 tanks simultaneously advancing from the pincers.  Casualties might be heavy, sure, but not heavier than the entire Avdiivka grouping that just got encircled.

I'm not convinced the answer is overall frugality either.  Since the start of the new offensive, Russia's already expended 200+ tanks on Avdiivka alone and probably similar amounts on the Kupiansk line.  They're not exactly shy to lose tanks on principle.
> the war's bizarre motivations

Putting aside humanist concerns about human lives and so on, I've seen people argue that Russia's actions to try to grab power in Ukraine to keep it away from the US sphere of influence (via the EU). 

I feel like this war could have been avoided if Russia had managed to keep a puppet as president of Ukraine. Not something I'd advocate but the chain of events that led to the war - Euro Maidan etc, not too hard to unpick.

Then of course you have similar actions in Moldova, Georgia etc and yes it's pretty clear that Russia is expansionist. However the motivations for this particular war don't seem bizarre, highly dubious in a wider context but not bizarre.
>Their main advantage was their abundance of artillery and that advantage has eroded significantly due to attrition and excessive usage.

Their "main advantages" turned out to be largely bullshit.

They had a larger military than NATO, more active duty battalion sized maneuver units, and those had more fires capabilities. We thought they were better trained and more capable than they were, we thought their officers were better, we didn't realize how corrupt and incompetent they were, we thought their NCO Corps was real, we thought they could pull off combined arms with ease, we were especially terrified of their Recon Fires Complex abilities during mobile warfare tied to their artillery, and we thought their Recon Strike Complex would ground a significant amount of Western air power with long range strikes against airfields C3 nodes.

It turns out they were crappy or unable to do most of the above. 

>Without constant artillery barrages, how is Russia going to expect to launch any sort of concerted offensive into NATO that will move at any appreciable pace?

That was never the worry. War would have started off mobile because there were never going to be enough NATO forces on the border to hold a solid defensive line. 

The worry is that Russian recon assets, specifically their tactical drones, would spot NATO ground forces at a distance and then hammer them with a tied in Recon Fires Complex fire cell that would significantly weaken NATO units before close combat even started. 

Meanwhile, this would be a time where finding weak points, gaps in the lines, open roads that could lead to major operational exploitations would still be possible. In those scenarios, because the attacking Russians would have the advantage, it was unlikely that the NATO defenders would be able to mass a large force of defenders to hold, let alone counterattack. If they were going to get spotted and hammered with precision arty at a distance and then overrun or outflanked by rapid Russian mechanized thrusts, then that's all she wrote, game over.

Normally, air support would be a major factor to negate that threat, as they'd be able to interdict Russian maneuver units moving in column on roads. But the fear was that Russian ground based air defenses and long range cruise/ballistic missile strike campaign could lead to a situation where NATO wouldn't have the air superiority necessary to patrol and engage Russian targets in their deep area. 

All of those, recon fires complex done during mobile warfare, and their GBAD, and their long range strike capabilities were not nearly as lethal as we worried. 

While they can do Recon Fires during positional warfare (both sides are actually quite good at it), they're not well trained enough to do it during mobile warfare with crazy short planning cycles and requiring tons of initiative. 

It looks like our SEAD/DEAD capabilities would gut Russian air defenses as deep as they go. And considering how shitty their strategic strikes have been performed in this war, there is no way they'd have taken out every tactical airfield in Europe, which is what we were worrying about. Which means we'd likely have air superiority then.

Especially now after two years of SIGINT and ELINT and HUMINT to know exactly how Russian air defense radars work. Russian GBAD has never been less effective than now.
They need the consistent artillery to break down the defending Ukrainian army, an army big enough to garrison the entire front line. 


Throw 3000 main battle tanks against the baltics and I'm not sure if you need that huge artillery support, would NATO even have enough troops to man a whole defensive line. 


Anyways, I still think the combined NATO airforces would compensate plenty, but the fact that rather than dissolving the Russian army is getting stronger is still pretty depressing.
Maybe he should have written Russia anyway, the army doesn't build its own tanks after all, and ultimately countries lead wars. Then opinions will markedly differ, but even with respect to the armed forces I would at least leave aside battle experience and learning opportunities, perhaps on all levels. There is no argument about them having grown tremendously in this respect, and that's nothing to sneeze at considering just how fast a target the evolution of conflict currently appears to be. Or compare that to nearly every (other) European force apart from the Ukrainians, some of them having not fought in ages. It's the difference between theory and practice, and while you're certainly correct in absolut terms, the relative side may well look different not only with respect to Ukraine. Obvious edges or headstarts at the military-industrial backbone not even considered. The problem is Russia doesn't even have to pick a war with NATO: the credible threat/readiness alone would be priceless. Of course, no less in hypothetical negotiations about Ukraine.
is it? i thought there is a lot of consensus that the russian military's overall competency has risen dramatically since the start of the war. they started woefully inept and have risen all the way to mere mediocrity.
the main thing that sticks out to be is the quantifiable numbers. Would love to see how they compare to the trained initial invading force.
> It is extremely atypical for an Army, once locked into a war, to get stronger over time.

At the risk of invoking Godwin's Law, I want to piggyback this point by pointing to a historical parallel:

The Wehrmacht [ballooned in size and scale from 1939 through 1944](https://www.feldgrau.com/ww2-germany-statistics-and-numbers/), but much of its best troops were lost in the early campaigns and any remaining quality units from the start of the war were heavily degraded or decimated by the culmination of Barbarossa.

These early invasions, such as those of Poland and France, were championed to be emblematic of German military prowess, but the quality troops that enabled these weren't invincible - you still lose troops amidst successes. By the time the Wehrmacht reached its nominal peak in 1944, these troops were almost entirely gone.

To apply that to today: Increasing size does indeed matter, but the *quality* of such size is not proportional in the face of attrition and degradation.
>democrats are way more critical of their politicians and also willing to stay home.

I'd disagree with staying home post-2016. A current theory for Democratic over performance in the midterms and special elections is that higher propensity voters have flipped to the Democratic Party while lower propensity voters turn out for Republicans in Presidential years.
How are democrats critical and willing to stay home? The past Democrat presidents failed to uphold most of their campaign promises, which themselves fell far short of what their base asked for.


Obama's crowning achievement, "Obamacare", was in fact just Mitt Romney's proposal.  Biden failed to forgive student loans, failed to uphold abortion rights, failed to offer a public option for healthcare, failed to create a pathway to citizenship, failed to decriminalize marijuana, failed to end private federal prisons, failed to restart a relationship with Cuba, failed to end cash bail, etc...


This has been, essentially, the modus operandi of every Democratic administration since Bill Clinton - offer a lot, but then implement relatively little, and insofar as anything is implemented, it's a massive compromise with Republicans - even if there is a Democratic majority. Republican voters would not tolerate that kind of administration, and haven't since Reagan.



You can argue that it's not his fault, and you'd probably be right, but it's not my point. Democrat voters are in fact far less critical and far more accommodating than Republican voters. American voters, in general, are so easy to placate with wedge issues and "look at the other guy" that you need decades of misconduct before they start refusing to vote. 
Though, he probably stands to lose little from either of those. [Zero percent of voters cite "global events" as the most important issue](https://twitter.com/mattyglesias/status/1753129586303307824)
That's completely false. The #1 factor in Democrat elections is turnout, and that hinges on younger democrat voters.  They are overwhelmingly pro-palestine.


In the 2020 elections, Biden enjoyed very high young voter turnout, which netted the DNC millions of votes over the 2016 elections. 


Bur not only is turnout predicted to be far lower in 2024, among those who will turnout, many polls are showing that they'd rather vote for Trump (though within margin of error), and it's those who care the most about Palestine who are likely to report not wanting to vote anymore or even voting for Trump, as he is perceived as more of an isolationist. 
I don't really think Iran operates in a way the US aims to gain lots of intelligence from at least with AD and missiles in general. Iran uses offshoot Chinese and Russian stuff from the 80s in abundance,  from ground launch stations the majority of the time for any missile attack whether ground to air or ground to ground. 

Now if we ever notice an Iranian launched ballistic missile hitting somewhere 6000km away that'd be a concern, but they aren't showing that until it's ready to go. It's staying under the mountains for now. 

Pretty sure all their AD is also like, s-125s and stuff but they have tons of it and other short to medium range air defense. Stuff is not the best though,the radars paired with s125 can't handle as many targets as the new stuff and they are giant "I'm right here looking for you with this bright flashlight" levels of power.

I doubt they have anything comparable to the Patriot, IRIS, etc


their stuff wasn't built for discretion. But I might be off on a lot of this. I'm pretty sure we can do whatever we want to Iran and short of a ground invasion we won't have a hard time at all. Thats besides the international destabilization it'll cause of course.
That’s a real shame then because that means both the Japanese and the British are probably going to end up getting worse missiles than if they had worked together to upgrade the Meteor. If it really is about France throwing a fit because the Japanese were about to upstage Thales then they need to step it up and work to integrate an AESA seeker head into the Meteor.

The Meteor may be the most deadly and effective BVRAAM currently fielded but there’s no guarantee it’ll be able to keep this title without upgrades as the AIM-260 and future Chinese upgrades to the PL-15 start being rolled out.
That would be a better question. The answer is dependant on what their larger tactical concept is.
>Avdiivkas urban terrain

Ok, this is n-th comment about Avdiivkas urban terrain, some even drawing comparisons with Gaza. Just to be clear so everyone understands (unless I'm looking at the place on google maps) - Avdivka is a bunch of single family homes with a few dozen apartment buildings. That's it.
The Russians might still be able to achieve a concentric encirclement. With supply lines into Avdiivka south of the O0542 highway, UAF forces on the SW side of the city and salient are going to have more trouble successfully defending Russian attacks. 

With only a second axis, I think the country road through Lastochkyne is going to be the only way to resupply the city. 

I'm curious how this will play out too. Considering the overall strategic situation, the manpower problems, other sectors under attack, and the overall lack of importance of Avdiivka, I'm very curious if they are forced to keep trying to defend the southern half of the salient. Let's see if Zelensky learned anything...
If they can drive the Russians out of the town itself, it'll but them more time. 

Ultimately, Avdiivka is likely to fall because the October offensive started with the city mostly encircled already. The damage was done over the course of the last two years.
All things we knew before the attack started but seeing that the Russians have struggled to do any of that I don’t see how it’s going to make it easier for them.
Nowadays Ireland is one of the richest countries in the world. Wouldn't it be reasonable if Ireland at least paid for its defense?
It's not fine with me for Ireland to freeload on the UK taxpayer for defence. "Preferable to them aligning with anyone else?" Like who? Let them let the Russians or Chinese in then and watch them tank their US and EU relationships for all I care. Align with the US/EU in to pick up the bill? Go on then, they already align with those against the UK anyway. Irish neutrality already drops the second they can score a cheap political point at no apparent cost.
If that is true, replacement of one of the two is absolutely necessary. And since Zelensky is democratically elected it will be the other.

How is the situation regarding elections in Ukraine anyway? Is he up for reelection anytime soon? Will they even hold elections during the war?
I would also add this, for Russia, magazine's are not infinite, they are already taking in stuff that nobody thought was going to see the battlefield in the 21st century, what will happen when even those are out?
I'm not sure what your point is. M26 components are indeed used in GLSDB, which has been planned for years, although there was no buyer until the war in Ukraine. But it hasn't been used yet, unlike M39 or M438A1/M864.
That's M438A1 and M864. There's no evidence whatsoever that Ukraine has any M26.
>IMO it would be unreasonable of us to not be very wary of Russia (or China of course) anti air capacities.

The opposite is true as well. If a war with either broke out, the US/NATO also has strong AA capabilities not including the air power. At that point, it would be more about the Navy in a China scenario or artillery and AFV in a Russian scenario. 

While the China scenario difference is obvious, the Russian one is less so until you look at the amount of artillery and AFVs NATO has. Focusing on just artillery and using the the Military Balance 2023, the US Army has 5,096 pieces of artillery: 689 M109s (with an estimated 850 in storage), 1,267 towed, 594 MLRS, and 2,507 mortars. In comparison, Ukraine has 1,536 and Russia 4,468. So NATO would have an artillery advantage in a similar situation and in comparison to Ukraine, a deep strike advantage with much greater MLRS. 

While shell hunger would be an issue as NATO spun up its production, I don't think it would devolve into the artillery war like Ukraine because either NATO bringing that much artillery to bear would overwhelm Russia leaving it open to being pushed back, or the two sides artillery would check each other, leaving the larger NATO ground forces to push back Russian forces. 

All that to say, I don't think a NATO-Russia war would use Javelins at the same rate as Ukraine because there are so many other options to use that Ukraine doesn't have access to.
Absolutely, I agree. But SEAD/DEAD would also be handled by air power, most likely. I'm not saying we shouldn't increase production - I'm just saying that NATO would fight a very different kind of war to Ukraine, so direct comparisons of numbers and weapons systems can be a bit misleading.
Gotcha, makes sense, thanks for clarifying.
Well, an economic confrontation is very different than an armed conflict. Certainly there is a conflict of interests regarding certain types of technologies and the rift will only grow larger, but if we are talking about an actual shooting war where the EU decides to help the US in the pacific against China?

It is almost impossible to happen, with the only exception probably being the UK.
[he did with stoltenberg](https://twitter.com/NATOpress/status/1752497630951698478). anyway i kinda agree i dont see it happening
No offense, but you don’t know what you are talking about. You are confusing how many [border crossings there are in a day](https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/congress/new-immigration-asylum-reform-bill-released-senate-text-rcna136602)

> He [Trump] has also falsely suggested that the bill would allow 5,000 illegal border crossings per day as he seeks to wield border chaos as a political weapon in a likely 2024 rematch against President Joe Biden, who quickly endorsed the bill.

with what parole is limited to. There are no parole limitations currently under law. Most moderate Republicans don’t support any huge restrictions on parole because all POTUSs have used it to limit illegal entries. A 5,000 limit is already a major compromise that most moderate Republicans like myself would agree to.
There is a significant danger politically to Johnson and Republicans if they don't take border money. Besides for just the talking points, a lot of the border Republicans are really wanting any sort of help for their communities. It's a lot harder for them to run on not taking 20 billion dollars to help them. Not saying it's impossible, but some Republican representatives like Crenshaw have already been pushing back on not passing it for that reason.
Do you know why that might be? I was previously under the impression that doctrine thought divisions were clunky and difficult to work with in the types of conflict we're seeing in this century.
I am the last person who wants to defend the Russians, but I think the newspapers amplified this story by writing he was called to go to Ukraine, to increase the magnitude of this news and the impressions.
Nope, but anyway the vast majority of these tanks are deployed in the rear and well hidden. And I honestly don't know if the Russians have the audacity for such a thing, also because their tanks are not infinite. And also because the creation of so many new units structurally increases the Russian Army's need for tanks. Their current huge losses add up week after week, in a fallacy of sunk cost I guess.
>They're not exactly shy to lose tanks on principle.

They aren't, but are reluctant to put on the line 200 tanks in a single action. Those 200 losses have been the result of how many attacks over how long period of time ?

While a decisive action might produce better (or even good) results, the risks are (apparently) too high for those in command. That is entirely separate from the issue of actually assembling, supplying and, in general, using such a formation.

RU (and in fact, Ukraine) are drip feeding whatever offensive forces they have, mostly because they have little enough where they are reluctant to put significant portion of them on the line in a single action.
Also matter of training and coordination of those large forces. Every attempt at larger concentration of forces and subsequent offensives ended with rather horrible results for both sides.

We've seen how chaotic some of those larger attacks were, where few leading vehicles in the convoys were hit by ATGMs/Artillery/FPVs leading to complete breakdown of the entire operation, vehicles driving off the cleared roads into mines, troops running away... Scale that up a bit further and you got a nice recipe for disaster.

While we've heard of some US (and other) generals advocate for concentation of forces and decisive attacks to achieve breakthrough, it's pretty clear neither Russia nor Ukraine have capabilities to execute that right now and no one wants to take the risk and lose 100+ tanks and thousand of soldiers on potentially doomed offensive that might fail to even reach a defensive line.
>If you look at a map of Avdiivka, I'm not convinced Ukraine could stop an encirclement attempt of 450 tanks simultaneously advancing from the pincers.  Casualties might be heavy, sure, but not heavier than the entire Avdiivka grouping that just got encircled.

Judging by 2023 experiences I am not convinced that a part of the frontline even can be saturated with a sufficient number of tanks to guarantee a minor local breakthrough.

Even if you throw 200 tanks at a brigade-sized defender with 40-50 FPV drone teams, 10-15 ATGM teams, a minefield and drone-observed artillery - are they really going to be able to break through?
> I've seen people argue that Russia's actions to try to grab power in Ukraine to keep it away from the US sphere of influence (via the EU)

What does this even mean in concrete terms? It clearly doesn't apply to the average Russian that gladly embraces Western influence when offered. Talk of "spheres of influence" is a fig leaf for Putin, and his cadre who are using a very bloody war to retain their grip on power in Russia so they can continue to plunder it. The "U.S. sphere of influence" is dangerous to exactly one man in Russia - Putin.
The scenario you outlined under utilizes western EW. Using drones to spot NATO forces, then feeding that into the Recon Strike Complex is predicated on suppressing western EW that would block those communications. In a scenario with extensive use of EW, the range of Russian ground based air defenses would shrink, and it would become much harder to coordinate on that kind of a fragmented battlefield.

Using long range weapons to destroy airfields would help, but it’s very likely western aircraft would be dispersed in the lead up to the war, and a large portion of them already in the air at the outbreak.
Even if russia had the capabilities that we tought of before Feb 2022, for things to go as badly as you described NATO would have to be essentially passive up until the point of war.
This just isn’t a realistic scenario though? There’s no indication Russia is even capable of garrisoning, supplying and coordinating 3,000 MBTs in a concerted offensive into the Baltics. And, even if they somehow were, the build up would never go unnoticed and there’s no way the Russian forces would be advancing into the Baltics against NATO defences at their current strength. Hell, the Russians don’t even have 3,000 MBTs in Ukraine in its entirety, there’s no way in hell they’re managing to launch a 3,000 MBTs strong offensive into the Baltics without it falling flat on its face the first 10 km or so.

As soon as NATO got wind of Russia amassing large tank formations near the Baltics, reinforcements would pour into the Baltics, Poland and Finland.

NATO absolutely would have enough troops to man a defensive frontline. It’s Russia that would struggle to man an offensive as large as the one you are envisioning. No offensive the Russians have ever carried out in Ukraine has even neared 3,000 MBTs all charging in at once. That’s a completely absurd number and one that even countries like the US and NATO combined would have trouble coordinating and fielding in one big offensive.
It depends on which barometer we're using to measure 'rising competence', but in short - not really. 

Russia has steadily adapted to the type of war that they're fighting, but it took immense losses and failures to get to this point. Their current approach is also more apt for holding positions and wearing down Ukraine, as it doesn't lend itself well to deep or rapid breakthroughs.

More pertinently, if we were to asses the readiness and capabilities of the Russian military beyond conducting attritional warfare in Ukraine - essentially, if it were pit against any other potential peer - it's probably worse off than ever.

---

Russia has certainly regenerated its forces and industrial output to a degree. But this does not necessarily translate into competence and capabilities.
Personally, I don't see an army of 500k veterans (2024) being weaker than an army of 190k green troops (2022) but people's mileage may vary.
You are mad that Dems couldn't enact sweeping New Deal type legislation when they had a 50–50 senate with 2 of the 50 as Sinema and Manchin (who both promised never to pass any legislation that didn't get 60 votes), and couldn't force through executive orders when a hostile Supreme Court with 6 GOP partisans slapped them down, ignoring past norms and legal precedent? Notice that during the actual New Deal the Dems peaked at controlling the presidency and ~75% of both houses of Congress, and by 1940 FDR had appointed 5 Supreme Court justices (eventually 8). Totally different political situation.

If you want to see these kinds of dramatic changes, make sure the Dems take back the House and expand their Senate lead to at least 52–53 in the upcoming election (the higher the better). If that happens, the filibuster is toast and you'll see an abortion bill, etc. If it doesn't happen, then we'll continue limping along with compromise band-aids.

Biden isn't a king or a magician. He is forced to work within the constraints of the democratic system of government. Doing what you can within the constraints of the system is not being "placated", and refusing to vote isn't going to fix anything.

The only time in recent memory that the Dems had the White House and solid congressional majorities was 2008–2009 in the middle of a global economic crisis, where a huge amount of legislative time was taken up by emergency responses to that. In theory they could have forced something through stronger than the ACA if they'd wasted a lot less time on making good-faith negotiations with GOP congresspeople who ended up unanimously voting against it even after their various amendments were put in; the bill as passed far from ideal. But the ACA was a hell of a lot better than nothing, and has made substantial improvements vs. the counterfactual predicted trajectory of healthcare access and costs.
In Pennsylvania,  when asked "what is the most important problem facing Pennsylvania". I think we can agree that this is a leading question towards local issues.
You're vastly understating the importance of the jewish vote in the country and the power of AIPAC as a political lobby. You're also overrating the importance of the youth vote, which is historically quite fickle and was likely to drop even if this conflict hadn't happened. 

> many polls are showing that they'd rather vote for Trump (though within margin of error), and it's those who care the most about Palestine who are likely to report not wanting to vote anymore or even voting for Trump, as he is perceived as more of an isolationist. 

This is utterly ridiculous. Trump is even more pro-israel than Biden. Anyone who claims to be pro-palestinian and is voting for Trump is literally so stupid it'd be pointless to try and appeal to them. What is more likely is that right wing youth (who do exist) are pro-Israel and don't think Biden is going far enough in support of Israel.
> I doubt they have anything comparable to the Patriot

They do purport to have indigenous long-range SAMs as well (Sayyad-3 and -4). Whether they’re as *capable* as Patriot is another question.
Is there an impending large assault on Kupyansk? There was a David Axe article making its rounds in the subreddit but that was pretty thoroughly debunked.
They aren't. At the HQ level it's been long decided to try to inflict as much damage with as minimal resources before the eventual pull out of the town. Hence why no indirect fire and reserves have been sent there in a meaningful way.
Another question: (I've asked this here before, but I forgot/not sure if you were one of those who answered) Would you say that the Russians are on their offensive right now? Not really educated on these things, but from what I see, I think they are...however the first time I asked this, I think some people answered no, while others said yes.
Nobody remotely thought they'd literally level the Gaza Strip.

Read the works of John Spencer, a regular poster on this sub, running the urban warfare institute of West Point, who regularly visited Israeli, observed training, reviewed their history, spoke to various active duty and retired field grade and general officers, who in Late October was still writing how the IDF would definitely have strict ROEs:

https://mwi.westpoint.edu/the-idf-approach-to-protecting-civilians-in-urban-warfare/

https://mwi.westpoint.edu/what-can-the-idf-do-about-hamas-tunnels/

Etc. 

At no point did he or anyone else ever suggest or allude that the IDF would deal with the tunnel threat and worry about military casualties by destroying everything in front of them.
It would be reasonable, but Ireland is surrounded by NATO to the same extent Switzerland is, so they feel that they can rely on NATO keeping threats at bay. It definitely is free loading, but there isn’t much to be done short of trying to strong arm them, which looks bad.
Elections can not be held before the war is over according to the Ukrainian constitution
Can't hold elections while they are in a state of martial law, which they recently voted to extend. Though they can vote to temporarily cancel it for the election, but they don't want to because an election will be very decisive, which is true.
I had been under the impression that deliveries had begun in 2023, but I was mistaken.

My main point is that the M26 components existence came as a surprise in 2022 in this very comment thread when they were first reported on, because those in the thread recalled articles about their supposed disposal. This is interesting because there is also a blind spot with the understanding of what demilitarization meant regarding MIM-104A missiles.
> Well, an economic confrontation is very different than an armed conflict.

Yes, without a doubt, but I actually believe that both the EU and the US derive significant benefits from NATO. Given that the EU consists of relatively small nation-states (compared to the US), it's impossible for to them field a military of comparable size. However, being high-tech economies, what they contribute is exclusive tech cooperation, coupled with substantial purchases of US military equipment. This arrangement allows for increased economies of scale, which is beneficial to the US (case in point: F-35 program). Meanwhile, the US, as a large and populous nation-state, naturally has the advantage of being able to field a large military, thus assuming a greater share of the defense role.
Just to add, according to WAPO its 5000 with a provision to drop to 4000 if the President deems it necessary. Very powerful tool for a future president. Basically if you think Rs will take the WH back in 2024, this would be a nice law to have already on the books. Even if Biden remains he strikes me as the kind of guy who might be pushed into using just such a trigger mechanism. So thats an even *bigger* win for Republicans long term, IMO.
This "compromise" is effectively no different from the current situation, at the end of the day it still allows 1 million+ a year into the United States regardless of you getting upset about people getting "confused" over 5,000 per day vs daily average of 5,000 over a week.
It's an election year. Optics, optics, optics is the name of the game. It's only about what's in the bill, but how it is perceived. Again, you can jump on Twitter and find the conservative crowd (and politicians already) claiming this would prevent a potential future Republican president from reinstating Trump-era policies. 


Even if it's not strictly true, it's close enough to sabotage the deal in the non-Romney/Crenshaw wing of the party. It's gonna come down to Johnson having to deal with either passing the bill (and getting another vote of no confidence he might lose) or not pass it and use the issue of immigration as a policy in this year's elections.


One is much more likely than the other.
>There is a significant danger politically to Johnson and Republicans if they don't take border money. 


The same things were said when Republicans blocked Merrick Garland's Supreme Court nomination in 2016. It worked in their favor and they got exactly what they wanted. Not accepting the funding will just let the problem worsen, which will just keep immigration as a top issue going into the election (which benefits Republicans, generally).


>Crenshaw


You could call Crenshaw the House version of Romney; very moderate and strongly opposed to the more right-wing members of the party. He's not a particularly good bellwether for how the party as a whole will go.
Regarding the US, the US shifted to a brigade-centric model in practice during the GWOT, to emphasize quickness of reaction both tactically and strategically. But this was a process that really began during the Cold War and reflected German thinking on this idea. Brigade-centric operations focus on battalion task forces as the key unit of maneuver. Battalion task forces can be fast, are easy to command, and are more manpower efficient (you can theoretically get more done with fewer men). But they are also fragile, heavy casualties in even one constituent company can make the organization not work, and they can be equipment intensive as you need more elements in each battalion. In practice the end result is that either you have anemic battalions which will struggle against a resolute enemy to get the job done OR you have Brigades which are basically demi-Divisions and are packed to the gills with equipment, to ensure the battalions do their job right. Conversely divisional structures make the brigade/regiment a key unit of maneuver, battalions are less important. This moves the burden up to a higher ranking (perhaps better trained) officer, makes the unit less casualty sensitive, and concentrates firepower and technology to create more overwhelming fires. But it also is more manpower intensive and typically requires more divisions to cover an area than in a brigade-based structure, where again a brigade acts as almost a light division. In practice divisions almost inevitably also have a ton more firepower and assets they can deploy than a brigade, meaning you can bring more boom to bare IF you have time to get it there. 

I think what Ukraine is showing most militaries is that sustainment is more important in peer warfare than mobility. That is, its worth considering how well a division will fight on D+30 or D+90 rather than worrying about winning the war on D+1 or D+2. In the US this tracks well with how the reserve system is integrated as well, with D+90 being the ARNG's focus. In a hypothetical war with say the DPRK the US would deploy most active reserves by D+15 or +30, the next major wave of forces would be the +90 reservists heading over. If you havn't won the war by D+30, very likely forces in the field will need to survive to +90 or +120 to consider a larger operational victory. Which thus means you need a combat org that can go the distance, rather than fall apart after a few dozen casualties.
Not an expert on the issue, probably because of the larger number of troops required in a peer vs peer framework both NATO and Russia have been working on over the last decade.
Could it be that the numbers of AFV are only the theoretical, ammount for each unit? 

IE: they have 3 MRB so they should have 93 MBT and 300 IFV?  


Because if that is the case the numbers aren't much of any use to be fair.
Some of it comes down to the belief among soldiers on both sides that sending “too much” just increases their chances of being detected, and therefore bombarded into retreating before even reaching their objective.
>Judging by 2023 experiences I am not convinced that a part of the frontline even can be saturated with a sufficient number of tanks to guarantee a minor local breakthrough.

And I disagree.   I doubt Ukraine has enough FPVs and ATGMs in Avdiivka **at any given moment** to stop a singular armoured attack of **unbound size** (considering the theoretical maximum is allegedly several thousand).  More importantly, I doubt the Russians think that.
Well yes to an extent it's double talk for "we're worried that Euro Maidan will spread to Russia". In that sense you could say it was completely self-serving by the people who happen to be in power in Russia at the current time.

I think they are representative of a certain culture in Russia though, Putin is ex-KGB and lamented the end of the USSR, so I'm sure a lot of the people connected to the Russian state share that view.

Those people probably think that if they are westernised they'll lose the ability to exert any power in the middle east, far east or elsewhere, then at last the US victory is complete and Russia is lost.

It's interesting that Russia actually didn't seem to have a problem with the EU in principle until fairly recently, I think because they see it as an extension of US influence.
Recon Strike is operational and strategic level, so think taking out NATO HQ in Brussels after finding out they're having a meeting. Or hitting a specific airfield in Germany that a squadron of F16s is using after long range drones or satellite imagery or HUMINT spots them. 

Recon Fires Complex is tactical level, so think of an Orlan spotting a British Army armor company in an assembly area refueling, and a MLRS battery that's attached to a Russian BTG gets the fire mission within a minute and launches 48x 300mm rockets that impact within 4 minutes of the lagered British company spotted. No more company, now a giant gap that Russian can exploit with a deep drive.

The two most cited ways to defeat the drones are EW and air defense (both ground and air). The problem for EW is they need to be turned on when the drone threat exists and specifically tuned into specific frequencies. Air defenses, especially ground based, need to emitting with active radar to have any hope of spotting a small drones, and that makes them vulnerable to anything that can passively track radars, like ARM/HARM missiles, or passive counterbattery radars, who can then relay the coordinates of said radar to said Recon Fires Complex fire cell and hit it with something. 

On top of EW not being assured, nobody knows much about it. It's all beyond top secret, even military tactical commanders don't really know what it's capabilities are because if they knew, then the Russians or Chinese might know and adjust their systems to counter it. When NATO or US run exercises, we rarely if ever actually use EW because of that reason, we do it theoretically like everyone will be told no using comms or GPS during x hours to simulate friendly or enemy EW interference.

Overall, we were not counting on our EW to defeat that threat, we were actually VERY worried. A big part of accepting the "3 days to Kyiv" narrative was very specific tactical threats that we believed we would barely be able to counter, believing the Ukrainians didn't have a chance. 

But it turns out the Russians didn't possess those capabilities at the scale we were worried about, far from it. And they still don't. It wouldn't make defeating them as easy as clubbing baby seals, but we'd never get into the same situation as Ukraine finds itself now. (Unless the US decides to sit in out, then NATO is likely screwed)
The worry was additionally that not enough NATO forces would be present if a war started. For comparison, Ukraine started the war with something like 30x active duty maneuver brigades, all of which would be considered armored brigades under Western description. In Feb 2022, the US Army had only 3x brigades in Europe, 1x Stryker BCT in Germany and 1x airborne light infantry BCT in Italy, and 1x armored BCT rotating to Eastern Europe. 

We were messing with a new "REFORGER" type plan to quickly reinforce Europe with an additional division of ABCTs but it was still in its infancy for planning and the first exercise to test it was cancelled because of COVID. 

The Germans could field about a single brigade forward deployed, the British and French could probably deploy an additional half dozen. Various other NATO militaries couldn't send a full brigade but would send companies and battalions that would be combined with each other to form battle groups. 

Doing most of the work would be the actual Eastern European militaries, but those of the Baltics were tiny and while Poland was trying they were still too few and not well trained enough to carry the weight of an invasion themselves (plus, they'd likely only defend Poland, not the Baltics).

And that's just ground troops. We barely had enough tactical air too, especially the USAF who had closed most of their bases in the 1990s and 2000s and didn't have a large presence in Europe. 

All told we expected to be grossly outnumbered by the Russians if we didn't have about half a year of warning for an invasion. The key to successful military operations is to try to mass forces to give yourself the best chance when it comes to force ratios, but we were likely never going to come close to matching the Russians, especially if they launched an invasion without significant prep. The big worry was a limited war where Russia invaded towards the Suwalki Gap, cuts off the Baltics before the US can reinforce Europe and the rest of EU countries in NATO can mobilize, then digs in and tries to end the war as a fat accompli. The NATO forces that were on high readiness were stationed very close to the border, as a deterrence, but the worry was they'd get overrun quickly. 

Again, I didn't create that scenario. I didn't even believe it was legitimate because I'm of the belief that the biggest deterrent stopping a Russian invasion of NATO Europe isn't armored related, it's nukes. But that's the scenario much of NATO, especially those in ground warfare specialties were stressing about before the Russo Ukraine War started.
Every NATO vs Russia scenario essentially requires NATO(and parts of NATO) to not fight for Russia to win.
The russians army of 2022 wasn't made of green troops, it was made up of professionals using some of the best equipment that the russian federation could use.

Also while the 190K were all professionals, the 500K are not all veterans, some of them not having even seen battle
Didn't those 'green' troops consist of some of Russia's most professional units? Units who were trained the best, albeit sent in a poorly executed invasion?

How would the ~500k deployed troops, largely conscripts who only have experience in trenches and meat waves, fare against another peer opponent?
A veteran doing what ? Because the war that Russia is capable of is not the same US or in fact, NATO is capable of.
russia has suffered overwhelming equipment losses and while they have done a great job at replacing the lost equipment, a lot of it hasn't been replaced by equipment of equal quality. so i have no difficulty seeing how people might think that 2024 russian forces are weaker than 2022. in fact i do think that it's completely possible that 2024 russian forces are more poorly equipped than 2022 russian forces. it's hard to say for sure since there is no longer any remotely accurate count of what they have in stock at the moment but from the available information i'd say it is entirely possible.
I'm not mad that Democrats aren't capable of getting anything done - the democratic base is. As I said in the paragraph, I understand the issues, and I understand that Biden can't really pass legislation, I don't fault him for that - but the dysfunction does go beyond that, and voters are entitled not to be enthusiastic DNC fans as a result.



But even when they do have majorities,  even strong majorities, they don't do take advantage. Sure, the ACA was a lot better than nothing. But your framing about time wasted negotiating in good faith is unserious. The ACA was majoritarily a Republican proposal. If you spend two years negotiating in good faith only to capitulate, you're either the worst negotiator in the world, or you don't really care that much about your goal.


The biggest recent failure of the democrats, the failure to uphold abortion rights, is ultimately on Obama failing to get RBG to resign, and failing to appoint a justice. That has nothing to do with any kind of majority, it was an unforced political mistake.



That is betrayed by us talking about "strong majorities". The Republican party, and most parties around the world, don't have this problem of uncooperative members in exactly the amount it takes to fail to pass an insanely popular piece of legislation that was a core campaign promise, but somehow not for unpopular legislation that wasn't promised. core is that the democratic party is dysfunctional and ineffective, and voters are not enthusiastic as a result. 


The fact that it took, what, 20 years of this for voters to become this jaded is surprising, and speaks to how much more effective the DNC is at triangulation and wedging than it is at delivering on its promises. Many of which it should have been able to.
I'm not tryIIng to justify the decisions of voters, I'm describing. The latest NYT poll discusses voters moving from Biden to Trump on Palestine. Yes, its stupid, but it did happen, and it's a lot of voters.There's no point arguing if it does or doesn't make sense, voters don't have to be rational. Especially when they already feel like their opinion doesn't matter.  


The young vote might be historically fickle, and yet it's when it does turn out that Democrats win - without the young vote, Biden has no path to victory. 


There are a lot of Jewish voters in the US, yes. There are more people between the ages of 18-34 though, and not every Jew in the US is a zionist single-issue voter - its a fact that many voted for Obama, despite him being far more hostile to Israel in his campaign than any other president in a long while. The biggest zionist voter block isn't the Jewish block, it's the Evangelicals. 


Additionally, there is also the Arab/Muslim American vote. There are about 5 million Americans which are either Arab, or come from another majority Muslim country. These are going to also be strongly anti zionist, and must be balanced against the Jewish demographic when looking at the vote. On the balance, the democratic base simply isn't Zionist. The numbers just don't add to be argue that Democrats would lose votes by being less pro-Israel.
Sayyad is an offshoot S300 (at least what they wanted to accomplish since the Sayyad is just the missile), in my humble opinion at least. It's really not even hard to see, I don't think Iran cares much at all similar to China if they're caught straight up copying someone's homework
I could have sworn I read something else today also mentioning Kupyansk build up besides Axe, who is a crap "journalist," but now I doubt my memory. I'll edit that comment and remove it.
> At the HQ level it's been long decided to try to inflict as much damage with as minimal resources before the eventual pull out of the town. 

Is there anything to back this up? I've heard this statement a ton during Sverdonetsk and to a way lesser extent during Bakhmut and the reality turned out much different.
That's a dangerous game to play. If they let this play out they're going to get hammered with losses in a very visible way. Not only are they going to have major issues replacing those losses now, taking those losses so visibly for a lost cause is going to make the recruitment process that much harder.

The whole point of building fortifying defenses in depth is to avoid having to do stuff like this, fight from extremely disadvantageous tactical positions. Especially when they're going to lose the ground anyway.
Yes, Russia is on the offensive, just not a general offensive, only limited scale across the Donbas with some occasional attacks in Zaporizhzhia oblast too. 

I don't think this was a planned offensive for them, in the sense they spent months working out where and how they were going to attack, with specific units, etc. I think they had a lot of reserves leftover after the Ukrainian offensive petered out that were largely fresh, and their plan was to launch attacks after the Ukrainian offensive culminated. When that did happen, they benefited from a strategic situation that wasn't just that Ukrainian offensive capabilities were exhausted, but they were suffering major manpower and supply problems, and their greatest Western patron had halted support. So there was no better time to go on the attack. 

However, they were only prepared for the offensive in the most basic sense, so they've not really done well. They have ammo, they have units, but the units weren't really offensively capable in terms of skill especially. Meanwhile the Ukrainian offensive units were largely exhausted the units that were defending were largely fine. 

Plus, and I can't stress this enough, they still don't know how to achieve tactical breakthroughs due to the drone threat. Ukrainians don't either. That's going to be a mix of technology plus very elaborate tactics, techniques and procedures, performed by a skilled unit who have extensively trained on those TTPs. But so far, both sides plan crappy attacks and use units who have no business trying to conduct mechanized combined arms breaches.
It's a good point.  Even "the gloves are off" theorists weren't expecting the gloves to be this off.  Well, at least the ones posting on here (like me) didn't.
>Nobody remotely thought they'd literally level the Gaza Strip.  
>  
>...  
>  
>At no point did he or anyone else ever suggest or allude that the IDF would deal with the tunnel threat and worry about military casualties by destroying everything in front of them.
  

  


Those that didn't understand Israeli mentality post 7/10 didn't think they'd level the Gaza strip, yes. 

But that's not everybody, please don't lump the rest of us with you guys.
>Nobody remotely thought they'd literally level the Gaza Strip.

Please provide me any proof that they have “literally leveled the Gaza Strip”. You have no clue what the Gaza Strip actually even is.
I can see valid reasons for that but it also seems quite impractical, who knows how long this war lasts, and how would that work if Zelensky were to die for whatever reason? I assume he has some vice-president equivalent, but still.
On the contrary, 1.4 million to 1.8 million is not a "win" to Republicans and to say to be able to limit this to the 1.4 million as "strong" shows ignorance of public opinion on the topic.
You can argue politics all you want but you were disputing the facts of the bill. I don’t disagree it’s DOA but not for the reasons you claim.
Please respond to the question that was asked. 

>Which part of the leaks do you think were right?

Obviously, anyone can blindly make prognostications, doomer, bloomer, or otherwise. But you made a factual claim and I'd like to see you defend it.
>The same things were said when Republicans blocked Merrick Garland's Supreme Court nomination in 2016. It worked in their favor and they got exactly what they wanted. 

The politics of 2016 and 2024 are very different. Trump's election saw to that. Also holding Open a supreme Court Justice seed is much more arcane than immigration. It's not something people don't get. 

>Not accepting the funding will just let the problem worsen, which will just keep immigration as a top issue going into the election (which benefits Republicans, generally).

The issue is before they had a leg to stand on because Democrats always wanted some sort of citizenship path for dreamers or illegal immigrants. That is really easy to rally against.

It's much harder to rally against 20 billion dollars in enforcement. While some might like the argument that the Biden could just kick people out right now, I don't think that the argument "it wasn't perfect so we got nothing" is a very successful argument. If not taking money to help solve problems was a good political move, then all the hacks that voted against the infrastructure bill wouldn't be out there touting the projects in their district. The reason they aren't punished for voting against it, is because they still got the money.

As for Crenshaw, that might be but remember a motion to vacate from Crenshaw is just as valid as a motion to vacate from Marjorie Taylor Green. And with some moderate tanking rule votes last week to get a salt bill, we seen that they are done being quiet team players.
Not at all, it's simply the estimate of the actual numbers from Ukrainian military intelligence. Ukrainian military observer Kovalenko writes quite often that compared to the theoretical requirements from the Soviet/Russian doctrine, the Russian grouping in Ukraine is still significantly under-equipped if anything. Although this is largely due to the Territorial Forces, and the under-equipment in terms of gear to man ratio has been gradually improving over the last year.
This makes sense for the Ukrainians when they attack the Russians, but there's a well-telegraphed artillery shortage on the Ukrainian side right now, does Russia seriously think Ukraine has enough FPVs saved up in Avdiivka right now to put the kibosh on the majority of (again, this is a sample number) 450 tanks and 600 IFVs, all at once?
>And I disagree.   I doubt Ukraine has enough FPVs and ATGMs in Avdiivka   
>  
>at any given moment  
>  
> to stop a singular armoured attack of   
>  
>unbound size

You can't deliver an unlimited tank attack on a small city like Avdiivka - you are limited by the number and capacity of access roads, openness of terrain, storage and delivery of fuel, lubricant etc.

Even if you had a limitless number of tanks I doubt you could put more than 400-500 into an attack on Avdiivka.
The "issue" is that the Ukrainians would likely notice such movements of armor along the front and the build up of huge amounts of armored units in the rear of a given sector, and would act accordingly.
> It's interesting that Russia actually didn't seem to have a problem with the EU in principle until fairly recently, I think because they see it as an extension of US influence.

Except the weird thing is one could make the argument that the EU and the US were slowly diverging up until the invasion of Ukraine. 

NATO expansion would be a clearer indicator of US influence - but NATO members would've never approved of Ukraine joining due to the Donbas conflict, while you had NATO countries also openly question the purpose of the alliance after the Cold War and GWOT.

Even more broadly, US attention towards Europe was steadily declining. Everything across the American political and military apparatus was setting up for a long competition in the Indo-Pacific. Russia had become an afterthought compared to China and perhaps even in comparison to Iran.

---

The main point is that even if we debate the legitimacy of Russian interests, the actual strategy of 'expanding Russian interests' itself has been bungled and self-defeating from its conception to execution.
>When NATO or US run exercises, we rarely if ever actually use EW because of that reason, we do it theoretically like everyone will be told no using comms or GPS during x hours to simulate friendly or enemy EW interference.

I remember a post by a Russian EW officer saying that his unit had been included in an exercise exactly once. They turned on their EW systems, ruined everybody's comms, and were told to pack up an leave so the exercise can proceed.
First, thanks for pointing out the difference between recon strike and recon fires. I had those conflated.

Second, as for EW survivability/use on the battlefield, it has to be noted that NATO has hundreds of fighters like the F-35, that are capable of detecting threats and jamming them, while remaining extremely survivable. This makes if very hard for Russia to suppress NATO’s use of EW, and offers very few gaps in that protection.

> Overall, we were not counting on our EW to defeat that threat, we were actually VERY worried. A big part of accepting the "3 days to Kyiv" narrative was very specific tactical threats that we believed we would barely be able to counter, believing the Ukrainians didn't have a chance.

> But it turns out the Russians didn't possess those capabilities at the scale we were worried about, far from it. And they still don't. It wouldn't make defeating them as easy as clubbing baby seals, but we'd never get into the same situation as Ukraine finds itself now. (Unless the US decides to sit in out, then NATO is likely screwed)

I agree, Russia’s capabilities were over estimated. But if they had what we feared they had, the advantage would still be with NATO, just not quite to the same degree.
Which is why Russia is doing their damn hardest job to try and make sure certain players such as the US are less inclined to want to join the fight if or when it does inevitably happen. Democracies have powerful armies but weak wills, Putin and Xi seem to know this and are actively taking advantage of it.
And is that really an unrealistic prospect? Western resolve is clearly lacking.
I mean they were green as grass as far as combat experience is concerned.

Russia has 600k+ men in Ukraine, at least 500k can be considered veterans.
There's an easy litmus test.

Would the Ukrainian army of 2024 wipe the floor with the Russian army of 2022 instead of just stopping them? Almost certainly yes.

Since the same Ukrainian army of 2024 cannot wipe the floor with the Russian army of 2024 it follows that the Russian army of 2024 is considerably stronger than the Russian army of 2022.
> a lot of it hasn't been replaced by equipment of equal quality

How decisive *is* that quality anyway? Russia's main advantage seems to lie in numbers and the extreme willingness of its troops to die for the cause. Will that really be significantly negated by their vehicles being less high-end?
> unserious

lol. Okay bub.

> I understand the issues

You quite evidently do not understand the most basic features of US politics, starting with counting votes. You'd get it a lot faster if you tried getting involved yourself instead of lazily whining from a distant couch.

This is not a video game, where one player controls "the Democrats" and can direct each one what to do.

> only to capitulate

Nobody "capitulated". There was a complicated set of negotiations, and the Dems got what they could from the process. It could have been better (and can be better in the future, given the chance), but it was monumentally important and far, far better than nothing.

> 20 years of this for voters to become this jaded

lol how old are you? Democratic party voters were significantly more jaded 20 years ago than today. 20 years ago was the middle of the GWOT, the biggest pile of bullshit from the institutional Democratic Party in the past century. The party is in a profoundly better place ideologically and organizationally than any time from at least 1980–2006, maybe better than any time from 1968–2020. Unfortunately the media environment is now tough, decades of right-wing Justices have reshaped the Supreme Court, economic inequality is extremely stark, politics is awash in dirty money, and a good chunk of the country is openly calling for a fascist dictatorship.

> ACA was majoritarily a Republican proposal

No it wasn't. It was a successful "moderate" policy that came from legislation passed in a Democratic-majority state with a GOP governor which was able to get at least some support from the whole Democratic party caucus, including dipshits like Joe Lieberman (the asshole who endorsed John McCain for president in 2008), which was important because the GOP promised to filibuster the bill and the Dems needed 60 votes.

> Obama failing to get RBG to resign

That's on RBG. A president doesn't get to tell Supreme Court justices what to do.

> The Republican party [...] don't have this problem of uncooperative members 

lol. The GOP House just ejected their Speaker for passing routine budget deals on the demand of a few nutjob "uncooperative members".

> triangulation and wedging

You have no idea what you're talking about.
>  The latest NYT poll discusses voters moving from Biden to Trump on Palestine.

I don't believe that is happening in appreciable numbers. 

> The young vote might be historically fickle, and yet it's when it does turn out that Democrats win - without the young vote, Biden has no path to victory.

A recent poll put Biden ahead of Trump. Not that it matters because polls on the election this far out aren't very accurate.

If you look at polls on what people care most about, foreign policy among the bottom issues that people are most concerned with. A look at current opinion polls would show that Biden is doing fine among the democratic base (over 90% say they will vote for him) and that his greatest weakness is with independents, who are most concerned about the economy. 

https://d3nkl3psvxxpe9.cloudfront.net/documents/econTabReport_i9N6Z0N.pdf

The fact that half of democrats say they think Israel is committing a genocide, but nearly all of those people say they still plan on voting for Biden, is *damning* to this argument.

> There are a lot of Jewish voters in the US, yes. There are more people between the ages of 18-34 though

The youth vote is traditionally defined as ages 19-24, and its only in that category democrats dominate. This is also where more pro-palestinian people are. Ages 25-34 are much more politically neutral (only favoring democrats by 10 points) and are more neutral on Israel.

If you compare the 19-24 voter population to the jewish vote, it's roughly the same. But jews turnout better than the youth.

The fact is, Biden has to engage in balancing act, and from a political perspective, its easier to appeal to moderate evangelicals and jews, than it is to appeal to the youth vote. In fact, polls typically find that people who describe themselves as closely following foreign policy are more likely to back Israel.
>Sayyad is an offshoot S300

It's actually based of the design of RIM-66 missiles obtained during the Iran-Iraq war, though obviously heavily upgraded. For instance, the RIM-66 uses solid fuel but the Iranian claim to have developed a more powerful always-available liquid fuel they are putting in the newest Sayyad models. The control planes are also visibly different. 

The Bavar-373 is their S300 variant but it actually uses the Sayyad missile. Interestingly, Russia banned the S300 export to Iran for many years, so Iran decided to make their own, but it wasn't reverse-engineered because as far as anyone knows, they never got their hands on an actual system.
I see...thank you for your answer. This makes sense to me.
I'm very surprised this happened. Hamas had it coming considering how they thought they'd defeat the Israelis using their own ROEs, but it's still surprising and very unfortunate for the civilians caught up. 

At this point my views on Western warfare and acceptable collateral damage have totally changed. For the longest time I used to say that "We can't fight that way, we'll never be allowed to do that sort of thing." After Mosul and now Gaza, nope. As long as the media is onboard, it's fine. The key is only having a "Good Cause," and we can do pretty much anything we want and explain it away as necessary and acceptable.

What a crazy time...
Huh, that is an exaggeration.

>They estimate at least half of all buildings in Gaza, some 143,900 structures, have been damaged or destroyed during the war.

This is the high end estimate, and I'm not sure how little it takes for them to count as "damaged".

https://www.greenwichtime.com/news/world/article/analysis-shows-destruction-and-possible-buffer-18642701.php
How would you go about holding elections when a big part of the population is under occupation or under the threat or being bombed?
I didn't say it was a strict limit, I said it was "close enough" to kill the bill (due to the optics, though I didn't explicitly say that part).
>I don't think that the argument "it wasn't perfect so we got nothing" is a very successful argument.


I don't think "We fixed the issue! Now we're only letting on 5,000 a day!" would resonate with the average voter either (which isn't how the bill actually works, but is how Republicans will sell it). 


The bill as written leaves enough leeway that Republicans will likely just campaign on "elect us and we'll pass a bill that will ACTUALLY fix the border! 5,000? Try 0!"


>As for Crenshaw, that might be but remember a motion to vacate from Crenshaw is just as valid as a motion to vacate from Marjorie Taylor Green.


Has he threatened that? I checked and couldn't find anything. It's also very, very unlikely that even the far right crowd would actually go for that in the middle of an election year. Everything for the next 9 months is just gonna be optics, optics, optics. 


Ultimately the best chance for Ukraine receiving anything is through a separate bill being passed. This tied-to-immigration stuff is almost certainly DOA at this point.
It seems strange that an estimate would go into the single digits when calculating thousands of items but i am not the Ukrainian military intelligence.

Do you know if those numbers include damaged equipment?
I might agree with you if Russia only had one axis of advance, but they had 10.

https://imgur.com/HONdyp3

Here's the pre-offensive map, that's over 20 km of frontline to attack.  And the Russians attempted attacks across most of it, just far smaller ones.  

>Even if you had a limitless number of tanks I doubt you could put more than 400-500 into an attack on Avdiivka.

I agree there is a logistical limit, but given the high frontage it's pretty high, certainly high enough where assuming out of hand Ukraine has the resources to stop it during a telegraphed shell hunger feels... like a bold assumption.
I can believe that, especially the Russians who before the war started didn't even mass issue digital radios capable of encryption and frequency hopping. That means their comms could be jammed using WW1 era electronic warfare (find the freq they're using and "step on it"). 

At this point of the war both sides seem to be predominantly running unsecure radios as their primary means of communication during offensive operations. I think that's a big reason they're deliberately limiting EW while on the offensive, it might defeat enemy comms and drones but it does that to itself too. 

Same with EW directed against enemy drones, and GBAD. If they run both as hard as they can, they jam and shoot down their own drones, which they are fully dependent on for C2 and their Recon Fires Complex systems, which are the most lethal and effective ways that have to kill the enemy. 

I'm internally debating if either side trained for a deliberate, and HIGHLY coordinated 1918 style set piece attack, with no radios and no drones, maxing out EW and SHORAD in the immediate area, it might actually lead to a meaningful breakthrough.
>the advantage would still be with NATO, just not quite to the same degree.

I agree. I think a lot of the discussions overselling the Western Military District in particular were largely for the sake of drumming up more defense funding. Same people are doing it now, Russia is entirely committed to Ukraine and showed how weak they really are and there are plenty of "credible" individuals acting like NATO will lose a war against Russia if it starts now or soon. They just want more money and they're using fear as a motivator. But IMO it was a lot more credible in January 2022 than now.
Even without the US a decent sized European response would stop Russia in its tracks.

Also never underestimate the willingness of democracies, the Japanese made the same mistake in December 1941
That we cannot know, but also the Russians cannot know, would you bet your life on this assumption, if you were Putin?
Russia is also not currently fighting a NATO country.   If they ever actually attacked an alliance member I'd imagine the resolve would be significantly firmer.
New gliderism of the day, training doesn't matter.  


How could you even say that 500K are veterans?
>Would the Ukrainian army of 2024 wipe the floor with the Russian army of 2022 instead of just stopping them? Almost certainly yes.

i strongly disagree.

in feb 2022 ukraine had enough shells to fire at full intensity for a short amount of time (i believe rusi said each unit was given 10 days of shells and were told they shouldn't expect a resupply), and ukraine had the second largest artillery force in europe, second only to russia. so for the first 10 days of the war, shells would have fallen like rain on russian forces.

nearly nobody makes 152mm though so ukraine's own artillery pieces are now almost silent. the u.s. and europeans are not sending enough 155mm, both in artillery pieces and in shells, to replace those silent guns.

given that we know artillery played a huge role in destroying russian forces along the kyiv axis, would 2022 ukrainian forces still be able to hold off 2022 russian forces' thrust against kyiv? i'm honestly not sure and i don't think anyone without classified info can know for sure.
This is a fun thought exercise, but there are huge caveats:

The RuAF in 2022 was inadequately prepared - if not completely unprepared - for the operations that they would be undertaking. As in, you had commanders who were unsure of their objectives beyond their general axis of advance. However, when it comes to equipment, training, and flexibility of options - they would've been far ahead of the Ukrainians if they were utilized for more suitable objectives.

The AFU in 2022 still had many battle-hardened veterans from the Donbas conflict. The first units called up from reserve had notable experience and morale. While they lacked a lot of equipment, they were also fighting on much more favorable conditions and exploited the over-extension and lack of coordination amongst the invading forces. 

So in short, the Russians were far stronger in 2022 but squandered it. The Ukrainians were weaker in 2022 but deftly capitalized on their few advantages. None of this can really apply to now.

The Russians could have handily defeated the Ukrainians in 2022, but this faltered due to mismatched expectations with reality. Ironically, one could argue that the Ukrainians in 2023 also suffered from this with their objectives for the counteroffensive.

In 2024, neither side has necessarily 'improved'. A more precise assessment is that both sides have largely sobered up and adapted to the type of war they're fighting.
Ah I didn't know that, I figured it came from somewhere but I would have thought it'd be copied off the Russians. I also know it's not coincidence zat ze miziles coming from ze early cold War fram bof ze  soviets and Americans looked so similar (we all copied the Nazis).

I can't imagine they'd need to get full hands on an s300. Maybe just pay off a view chechens who work in the manufacturing plant to take pictures? Or maybe the owner of whatever plant decided the ayatollahs check looked nice enough for him to lose some blue prints. Because I know TELs can really only look so many different ways, but...they are too similar to be coincidence
I think for actual western states, that's still absolutely true.  Israel might use western weapons but clearly not their ROEs, at least not any more.

Suppose somehow ISIS came back and Biden or whoever convinced the US to go back in, we wouldn't do it like this.  You say Mosul but Mosul wasn't like this.
> I didn't say it was a strict limit, I said it was "close enough" to kill the bill (due to the optics, though I didn't explicitly say that part).


I don’t like to argue online as I have to do it for a living but you’re still not getting it. You’re arguing apples to oranges in terms of that 5,000 number. The number is not the problem that misinformed people are getting stuck on. It could be 0, it doesn’t change the fact of what’s being changed.
Crenshaw hasn't, the only one I found is actually Marjorie Taylor Green who's threatened to emotion to vacate if they put a Ukraine bill to floor. However, my bigger point was that the old rules of the moderates being team players and the far right agitating and getting whatever they want, no longer exists. That's what happens when you screw people over too many times. 

As for the border talking points, while "we only let 5,000 a day" isn't a great talking point in their end, the "we saw that your communities were overwhelmed but decided to do nothing so you'd elect us" is probably not a good one either. That's the issue because Democrats can say "I want to help And here's how much money I would send to you to help, but Republicans don't actually care and here is the video quote to show you they don't". Combine that with any Ukraine falling apart can be directly pointed at not passing money, you have a two-pronged avenue on there conservative leaning independents voting base.
Those that are considered damaged to the point of being included in the daily GS' Russian losses report are excluded, of course, as far as I know.
> I'm internally debating if either side trained for a deliberate, and HIGHLY coordinated 1918 style set piece attack, with no radios and no drones

The weird part about the VSRF current failures to produce an operational victory in Ukraine is that theoretically, Soviet doctrine was designed for that exact type of warfare. Officers and soldiers at the small unit level were trained so that radio transmissions to and from adjacent sub-units were reduced to a necessary minimum or eliminated entirely. Training and instruction was concentrated on developing a limited set of skills that were applicable to most combat situations. Rehearsed maneuvers and movement techniques were relentlessly drilled so that the average motor rifle rifleman didn't really need much (on paper) except basic proficiency in marksmanship and weapons handling, and knowing his place in the squad line when dismounting.
Oh, certainly. Give the British, Scandinavians, French and Germans 2-3 more years to ramp up production of artillery and you’re easily seeing the European portion of NATO surpassing Russia in terms of artillery production.

By 2025, the EU should be able to produce 1.4M/year with the UK doing about 800K/year. Those figures combined already surpass Russia’s annual production rate and even if the Americans somehow manage to stay out of the conflict, I’m sure they’d be willing to sell shells to the UK and EU to transfer over to Ukraine.

With plans already in place to massively ramp up ammunition production all across Europe, I believe the days of seeing European stockpiles only being large enough for week-long skirmishes should soon be behind us.

With Europe reaching at minimum artillery parity with Russia by 2025, there’s no other play Russia has that could really secure them any kind of victory. They’re outclassed, outgunned and outnumbered in every other category, be it naval warfare, aircraft, stealth platforms, most tactically relevant land vehicles and so on.
*I* would not. But knowing how Russians work, yes, I would absolutely expect them to make that bet.
Can training measure up against a year of combat experience, or even half a year? I don't think so.

A volunteer who has fought for a year is going to be a much more useful soldier than an unexperienced professional in February 2022.
 

300k were mobilised more than a year ago. Some of the original 190k  from February 2022 survive. Many of the 300k-400k volunteers mobilised in 2023 have been serving for more than half a year.

Now, in my opinion, anybody who survives 6+ months of fighting in Ukraine can be classified as veteran.

I would say that 500k is a realistic estimate.
Mosul was pretty crazy, but the big difference is we provided the fires but the Iraqis told us where to shoot, so the "guilt" was on them. That's happened many times before to avoid stigma, like the famous Afghanistan hospital attack with an AC-130, that was called in by Afghan forces, not our forces. 

Nevertheless, I'll never suggest again Western forces won't go iron fist anymore. I was a big believer in modern COIN strategy because I thought the Iron Glove tactics not only were of questionable value but wouldn't even be possible so not worth discussing. Nope, I was wrong. If we fight a war where the popular support exists, we can probably fire bomb a city a week and still maintain the moral high ground. We just need a solid Casus Belli and solid propaganda and there will be minimal backlash from within or the Western international community. 

After how ISIS was put down and how Assad is very likely to win the Syrian Civil War and now this war, I'm eating crow. Iron Fist works, and it's possible.
>The number is not the problem that misinformed people are getting stuck on.


Absolutely false. There were people complaining about the 5,000 a day limit when the leaks hit and are complaining right now. You can check Twitter if you wanna see it for yourself.


Not that it really matters; the bill is dead as per Johnson.
>However, my bigger point was that the old rules of the moderates being team players and the far right agitating and getting whatever they want, no longer exists.


You're point that you're proving by... bringing up a theoretical that hasn't happened yet and that there's no real indication will? 


Keep it credible, please.
Yeah, minimal radio usage was the norm, especially before decisively engaged, but I'm talking about no radios at all. That way they can mass a ridiculously high amount of EW and just try to jam the entire electronic spectrum in the entire AO. No radio, no drones, no cell phones, no GPS, etc. Do that with a super massed, deep battle breakthrough plan, lots of smoke, echeloned waves of armor and dismounts communicating with flares and lights and such, and try to punch through defenses hoping the enemy are blind enough, and potentially deaf enough to not be able to react effectively. 

Considering how else they planned their previous offensives, its worth trying. Not the craziest thing they've tried. 

I recently went back and reread the old FM 100-2, The Soviet Army, to check on some things to see how much of what the Russians are doing now was actually old Soviet doctrine or not. Besides realizing their minefield breaching doctrine was outright unworkable, which partially explains the current Russian and Ukrainian problems, I looked up to check about highly dispersed offensive broad front tactics and strategy. Turns out they were in fact doctrine, but only if there was a serious NATO tactical nukes. That's pretty interesting, because Recon Fires Complex is dangerous but it's not that dangerous.
Also Eu ramps up to 1,4M without throwing their entire economy under the bus to support the war effort, can the Russians do the same?  


No, and a war economy is a failing economy, sooner or later the effects will be too great to ignore
But they didn't make this bet, the most recent bet they made was that Ukraine would just roll over, and it failed, the russians are not as crazy as we make them out to be
> I don't think so.

Yeah you don't, doesn't mean its true, the Russian army of 2022 made feats that would look like a propagandist dream today, hell 90% of the territory occupied today by Russia are the result of those 190K.  


Also you talk about surving Ukraine, but of those 500K how many were effectively engaged in combat? how many of them "Survived"?

The Ukrainian battlefield is effectively static without major actions, and all of them are very localized.
> Mosul was pretty crazy

Compared to what?  Definitely not compared to the current Gaza war.

>I'll never suggest again Western forces won't go iron fist anymore

You're free to do that, I'll do it though: western forces will never go iron fist in expeditionary COIN, imo.
>I was a big believer in modern COIN strategy because I thought the Iron Glove tactics not only were of questionable value but wouldn't even be possible so not worth discussing.

Why would you ever believe modern Western COIN strategy? When has it ever worked? Vietnam, Afghanistan, Iraq? 

The only decisive victory over a modern insurgency in the past few decades that I can think of would be the Russians in Chechnya.

>Nevertheless, I'll never suggest again Western forces won't go iron fist anymore.

Western forces do not go iron fist because the stakes are generally lower. What we are witnessing is what happens when a modern military faces a truly existential threat. One could argue that it is not a true existential threat because Israel could build better defenses or utilize diplomacy with Hamas (lol) but the Israelis feel differently.
It does matter, as 5k a day for a week closes the border.

Instead what they're arguing is we should do nothing instead and allow 5k a day for the foreseeable future.

So not remotely factual. Incredibly misleading *at best*.
>You're point that you're proving by... bringing up a theoretical that hasn't happened yet and that there's no real indication will? 

>Keep it credible, please.

You're whole hypothetical about Johnson not caving has no basis in anything besides words of man who has gone back on them many times and your own political prognostication about what is a better talking point for political success. 

If you wanted it to be credible, you should have stopped before you started trying to guess that.
>the russians are not as crazy as we make them out to be

What are you even talking about? The general consensus on this sub has always painted both the Russian leadership and the general population as much more rational and reasonable than they actually are, which is exactly why every optimistic prediction made by the community has fallen flat.

But I sincerely hope that I am actually wrong, and that Russia will not invade Europe.
\>Yeah you don't, doesn't mean its true

I know, I am aware I am not a pope. I have found enough good arguments to convince myself, not necessarily you, too.

The fighting is very intense with at least 10k-15k dead and seriously wounded per month on either side. Anyway, I was not particularly impressed with the Russian army mod 2022 level of training. I'd rather take a year of frontline experience any day.
>Compared to what?

Compared to Iraq 2003-11 and Afghanistan 2001-21, where we didn't do anything like Mosul. 


Even Fallujah was nothing like it, while we managed to damage nearly every residential home in the city, a significant number of those counted were thinks like broken door locks and the like because we physically cleared the entire city. We weren't leveling blocks at a time, though didn't really need to, the resistance was nothing like Mosul. 

Then again we were never weak enough that insurgents could kick us out and then spend years fortifying a city for the eventual attempt to retake it. 

>western forces will never go iron fist in expeditionary COIN, imo.

Uhh...Mosul and Raqqa were phase 3 insurgent strongholds.
During Vietnam, there were numerous pacification programs that worked. Malaysia and Northern Ireland were both successful. Iraq was a success too, though the Iraqi govt screwed it all up when they took over. Afghanistan was a failure for the Soviets and NATO. Chechnya was largely a military failure saved by legit COIN tactics where the "moderates" were won over (bribed) to team up with the Russians against the Islamist extremists and nationalists. 

I don't argue that some in Israel might think they're facing a serious threat, though definitely not existential. My point is more how Western Civilization is largely totally okay with what they're doing, which shows that sensibilities and ethics vary depending on the Zeitgeist.
It's dead either way; doesn't really matter if the bill said 5k a day or 5 million a day. 
>You're whole hypothetical about Johnson not caving has no basis in anything besides words of man


When someone tells you who they are, believe them. What Johnson had said is far, far more relevant than your "well Crenshaw could do a motion to vacate despite never having hinted or threatened to do so". 


The nuances and realities of an election year are too strong to ignore. The Republicans will take whatever advantage (or what they perceive as one, more accurately) they can. You can jump on Twitter right now and find numerous Senators and House Republicans already tearing the deal to shreds and rallying their bases into a furor. 
>During Vietnam, there were numerous pacification programs that worked.

You cannot credibly argue that Vietnam was a successful COIN operation. It was doomed to fail from the start, largely because the United States made the decision not to invade North Vietnam for fear of China intervening like in the Korean War.

>Malaysia and Northern Ireland were both successful.

Those were very different conflicts and rather low intensity. Both insurgencies made the reasonable choice to surrender given their current realities and odds for success, in the case of Malaysia, the insurgents were largely defeated anyways.

>Iraq was a success too, though the Iraqi govt screwed it all up when they took over.

You cannot credibly argue Iraq was a successful COIN operation either. The United States never controlled large tracts of the country and in many ways created the insurgency through the process of dismantling Iraqi institutions.

>military failure saved by legit COIN tactics

I was not aware that surrounding cities, telling everyone to evacuate, deeming those who remain terrorists, and massacring them all was a COIN tactic. Leveling a place and rebuilding it under the auspices of flunky seems to have worked well for Russia in both Chechnya and Syria.

>I don't argue that some in Israel might think they're facing a serious threat, though definitely not existential.

It is credibly an existential threat if you consider that a fundamental role of any state is to protect its citizens from external threats and currently vast tracts of the state are rendered uninhabitable for fear of the citizenry being sadistically slaughtered. If security cannot be restored then people will not be willing to live in such a state. It's not an existential threat in the Western mindset because Western states do not face such a reality.
>When someone tells you who they are, believe them.

When people **show** who they are, believe them. And what Johnson has shown is that he will massage his words to meaningless and then cave when the pressure is on. As he's done with two CRs, the budget deal, and the recent Bipartisan tax bill. 

>The nuances and realities of an election year are too strong to ignore. The Republicans will take whatever advantage (or what they perceive as one, more accurately) they can. You can jump on Twitter right now and find numerous Senators and House Republicans already tearing the deal to shreds and rallying their bases into a furor

It being an election year matters, but your attempt to divine what you think that a majority of the Republican elected officials will perceive as an election advantage is non-credible. Anyone who's paid attention to this knows at least 25 GOP Senators weren't going to vote for it, and over 100 Republican House members. And they'll be all over Twitter trying to fundraise. The question is what the other 25/100 think. And those aren't posting them on Twitter right now; they're talking internally.
>You cannot credibly argue that Vietnam was a successful COIN operation. 

As I wrote before:

>During Vietnam, there were numerous pacification programs that worked.

>Those were very different conflicts and rather low intensity.

Those were COIN conflicts

>You cannot credibly argue Iraq was a successful COIN operation either.

Considering I was there and then spent years afterwards learning more about it to better understand what happened, yeah. I do believe it and yes I will credible argue it and have MANY times on Reddit in the past, especially in War College. 

>The United States never controlled large tracts of the country

The hell we didn't. By 2009-10, Iraq cities had less violence than the average American cities. Shia insurgent groups had almost entirely quit fighting on their own (Badr) or because they'd been defeated and forced to disarm (JAM). AQI/ISI was in hiding, most of their leadership were imprisoned or hiding in Syria, as were most of their Sunni Arab insurgent group allies.

>I was not aware that surrounding cities, telling everyone to evacuate, deeming those who remain terrorists, and massacring them all was a COIN tactic.

That wasn't what won them the war. They did that in 1999 in Grozny and that effectively started the 2nd Chechen Wat. 

They ended it when Putin took advantage of infighting among the various Insurgent factions, he essentially bought the moderates onto his side, together they teamed up against the extremists, and it was the Chechens themselves who defeated them and whose leadership currently runs Chechnya that runs the country and maintains the peace, earning autonomy and the cost of rebuilding their country as a reward in exchange for energy deals.

>It is credibly an existential threat if you consider that a fundamental role of any state is to protect its citizens from external threats

Except that's not what existential threat means, which means related to existence. Hamas can't destroy Israel.
>It being an election year matters, but your attempt to divine what you think that a majority of the Republican elected officials will perceive as an election advantage is non-credible.


... weren't you just diving that Crenshaw would do something that he never said he would do?


I don't think it's really divining for me to take what Republicans in the House and Senate have been saying for months now. They could always change their minds, of course, but I'm going off of their actual words and official statements. That's not divination and it's definitely credible.
I gave one hypothetical, and you've been stuck on it ever since. 

I'll leave it with this since you obviously just want to doompost your anxiety. Unless you make a whip count of what the MAJORITY of House Republicans positions, you're not being credible. Because it doesn't matter what a MINORITY of the majority wants.
Doompost? Even reputable newspapers/online journals are calling the chances of this bill passing very slim. This isn't doom posting; it's reality posting. Saying Zelensky is making a huge error trying to fire his top general is not doom posting either; it's acknowledging the reality of a deteriorating situation.


If you associate discussions about what's most likely to happen with "doom", that says more about you than anything else, really.
[removed]
Please do not personally attack other Redditors.
